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but one of the ad of such a court, sitting 
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a fixed system applicable in international matters would gradually 
be evolved. Another obvious advantage would be that the 
regular sitting of an international tribunal would tend more and 
more to throw discredit on resort to force. 


The Criminal Appeal Bill in the House of Lords. 
Se ane ae tnd Breer tal eee 

the Criminal A ay took 

to the measure, 

moving the eas of the 

of the 





_ | ability thet 





698 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





Aug. 10, 1907. 








in criminal procedure, which has been before the public for so 
many years, will at length be accomplished. The objection that 
it will throw a great deal of additional work on the judges can 
hardly be regarded as serious. It is admittedly difficult, when 
a block occurs in the courts, to obtain from Parliament—or 
rather, we should say, from the administrative powers—the neces- 
sary relief in the creation of new judges; but the relief comes 
when a case is sufficiently made out, and there is no reason to 
doubt that it would be refused if the results of the present 
measure should call for it. We are, as the Lord Chancellor 
observed, not so impoverished that we cannot afford £15,000 
or £20,000 for such a reform; which means, if taken literally, 
that, in addition to the new judge recently voted, three more will 
be required. The other objections put forward were that the 
responsibility of juries will: be diminished when they know that 
their verdict is subject to appeal; and that the Court of 
Appeal will have to decide questions of fact on the lifeless 
record of the evidence instead of on the actual statements 
of the witnesses. At present, however, this is a work which 
is performed by the officials of the Home Office, and it seems 
fairly obvious that the task can be better performed by judges 
sitting in public and hearing in public the arguments for each 
side. As to the sense of responsibility of juries, the Lord 
Chancellor was doubtless right when he said that the knowledge 
of the possibility of an appeal would not affect their judgment. 
The experiment will be watched with great interest, but in all 
probability, when the change has once been made, it will be 
accepted as readily as was the admission of prisoners’ evidence a 
few years back. 


The London Police. 


THE TEstrmony of the Home Secretary and that of the leading 
metropolitan magistrates to the excellence of the London police, 
supported by the opinion of many foreign visitors to this 
country, may remind us that this force was only created in the 
last century ; that it then aroused the strongest opposition and 
ridicule; that it was suggested that English liberty was to give 
place to military tyranny, and that, under the pretence of 
providing protection for the people, the Government aimed at 
the creation of a secret political inquisition. The reason for this 
dislike and distrust was probably founded on the antipathy of 
the am ya to any armed force which they feared might deprive 
them of their li There is no doubt that a similar feeling 
has much to do with the imperfections of the American police. 
But a — reaction in favour of the police quickly followed, 
and public opinion is more that ever disposed to accept the 

of a committee of the House of Commons in 1834, that, 

king at the establishment as a whole, it appears to your 
committee that the metropolitan police has imposed no restraint, 
either upon public bodies or individuals, which is not entirely 
consistent with the fullest practical exercise of every civil 
privilege, and with the most unrestrained intercourse of private 


society.’ 
The Prevalence of Credulity. 


THE LEzaRNED judge who recently passed sentence on the 
woman employed as a “‘ kennel maid ” for obtaining large sums 
of money from two ladies by false pretences could only express 
his astonishment at the ease with which her frauds were carried 
out. “It is a puzzle to me (he said) how the kind of story you 
told could have imposed on anybody, but there are people 
foolish enough to be taken in by almost any false statement, 
and somehow you rightly gauged these ladies, and came to the 
conclusion that they were capable of parting with their money 
on the tations that you made.” The prisoner, as the 
ladies whom she deceived knew quite well, was in the ition 
of a menial servant. The story which she told them was that 
she was wealthy and had wealthy acquaintances, and that she 
had accepted her employment as a distraction from melan- 
choly thoughts arising from the unhappy marriage which she 
had made. Mr. Pizrront Morcay, the American million- 
sire, was, she said, her friend, and had invested her money 
to — advantage. She was about to place a very 

sum in a syndicate which he had formed, and she 
offered her new friends, her victims, as a privilege, to allow 
them to join in this promising adventure. ‘This extraordinary 








statement was accepted ; thousands of pounds were placed in ~ 
her hands, and, it is scarcely necessary to say, hopelessly lost, © 
Mr. Tayxor, in his work on Evidence, makes some observations ~ 
on the credulity of women, and many persons will think that ~ 
the facts which we have narrated are the best possible evidence © 
of this credulity. But credulity in either sex is by no meang ~ 





uncommon. Caution and deliberation are the result of know- 
ledge and experience, and even the shrewdest persons have 
plunged wildly into speculations which their friends with less 
ability but more knowledge could only regard as the dreams of 
madmen. 


Domicil in Divorce Proceedings. 


Tue First Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine has recently 
decided a question of some interest in proceedings for divorce, 
Madame Micnavx, the wife of an official in the island of 
Guadaloupe, a French possession, having presented a petition 
to the court for divorce from her husband, a decree was made in 
her favour according to the terms of the petition. But the 
husband had at the same time presented a similar petition 
against his wife in the colonial court, and obtained a decree in 
his favour. Which of these two judgments was to prevail? 
The matter, according to French law, must depend upon the 
domicil of the husband, and it was strenuously argued on his 
behalf that his domicil was in Guadaloupe and that the 
local court had exclusive jurisdiction over the case. This 
argument was supported by a reference to clause 107 of 
the Code Napoleon, which enacts that the acceptance of 
office, bestowed for life, shall import an immediate removal 
of the functionary’s domicil to the place where he is to 
exercise his office. The argument for the wife was that this 
clause referred only to French officials properly so called, and 
had no application to colonial functionaries whose office is in its 
nature temporary and revocable, and that in such cases the 
husband must be considered to be domiciled in the country in 
which is his permanent home, and this home must be taken to 
be the place where his wife ordinarily resides. The court, with- 
out disputing this proposition, came to the conclusion that— 
having regard to the fact that M. Mionaux was born in the 
colony; that his children were there; and that it was only 
because of her health that his wife had taken up her residence 
in France—a domicil in Guadaloupe was established, and that 
the colonial decree must supersede that which had been obtained 
in France. 


The Reissue of Debentures. 


Txe pxcrsion of the Court of Appeal in London General Invest. 
ment Trust vy. Russian Petroleum and Liquid Fuel Co. ( Times, 1st 
inst.) appears to follow necessarily from the well-known decision 
in Re Tasker & Sons (Limited) (1905, 2 Oh. 587), and it shews 
that, under the existiog law, a company cannot make its 
debentures a security for a further loan from the same lender 
when the original advance has been paid off. In the 
earlier case of Re George Routledge §& Sons (1904, 2 Oh, 
474) debentures issued by a company were, upon payment 
off, re-transferred to the company, and then re-issued, and it 
was held that in the hands of the new holders they were value- 
less. The payment of the first advance had discharged the 
debentures, and the charge created by them was at anend. In 
Re Tasker & Sons (supra) the debentures, which had been issued 
to cover a tempo: advance, were, upon the advance being 
paid off, not re- erred to the company, but transferred to 
new holders who made fresh advances to the company upon 
them. It was held that the fact that there had not mn a 
retransfer to the company made no difference. The origi 
advance had been paid off; thereupon the company could not 
have set up the debentures against other holders of the same 
series; and the new holders could not take advantage of 
securities which, when received by them, were already spent. In 
the present case also the debentures were issued for a temporary’ 
purpose, and at first an amount equal in face value to £100,000 
was held as security for £150,000. This sum was reduced to 
£85,560, and when the company were about to pay off the 
balance, a further loan of £500 was made, simply to keep alive - 
the charge on the debentures in favour of the cadere. Thee 
upon the £85,560 was paid off. It has been held, however, that 
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this strategy was ineffectual. The amount originally due on 
the debentures had been discharged and the debentures were 
spent ; consequently they could not be used as security for the 
new advance of £500. It is possible that the same reasoning 
applies when the loan has been reduced, but not extinguished, 
and it is desired to obtain further advances, and, if so, it follows 
that debentures cannot be used as security for a floating balance. 
These decisions are technical and inconvenient, and it would be 
a great advantage if time could be found to pass Lord Avzsury’s 
Companies (Debenture and Debenture Stock) Bill, which pro- 

to get rid of them. This has just been read a third time 

y the House of Lords and sent to the House of Commons, 


The Meaning of the Word ‘‘ Servant.” 


Tux courts of law have usually had to consider the meaning 
of the term ‘‘servant’”’ in actions for wrongful dismissal, where 
the question arises whether the person dismissed is within the 
correct definition of menial or domestic servant so as to be liable 
to be dismissed with a month’s warning. There are, however, 
other cases where it is necessary to draw the line between a 
contractor or workman and a servant, and this had recently to 
be done in the Chancery Division on an application to 
Wanrrineton, J., by the liquidator of the Winter German 


Opera (Limited) for permission to give the claims of the singers i 


for salary a preference over the demands of other creditors. 
The Preferential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 1888, enacts 
(inter alia) that in the distribution of the assets of any company 
being wound up under the Companies Act, 1862, all wages 
or salary of any “clerk or servant” in respect of services 
rendered to the company during four months before the date 
of the commencement of the winding up, not exceeding 
£50, shall be paid in priority to other debts. It was 
argued for creditors other than the singers that the contracts 
were transitory engagements for a period of three weeks, that 
the remuneration paid to the artist was not “ salary or wages” 
but a fixed sum for each representation, and that the singers were 
not subject to the control of the company; that the object of 
the Act was to prevent persons in a humble position in life from 
being suddenly deprived of their means of livelihood through a 
bankruptcy or winding up, and that the section did not include 
every person who had a claim for personal services ; otherwise a 
distinguished singer like Madame Parri would be held to be a 
servant within the meaning of the Act. The learned judge, after 
some argument as to whether the remuneration of a singer 
could be described as “salary or wages,” held that, by reason 
of the nature of their employment, the singers were under the 
control of the company; that they were in receipt of wages; 
that they came within the meaning of the term ‘‘servant,” and 
were entitled to the preference which they claimed. We have 
not seen any report of the case which gives a full description of 
the conditions under which the claimants were employed, but 
looking at the collocation of the words “clerk or servant,” the 
decision appears to take a very wide view of the operation of the 
Act. Is the leader-writer of a newspaper who pays regular visits 
to the office “a clerk or servant” of the owner of the newspaper? 
The former rule in bankruptcy was that the whole time of the 
“clerk or servant” should be occupied in the master’s service, 
and that there should have been some degree of permanency in 
the employment. The tendency of the later decisions is in 
favour of some relaxation of the former rule, but the present 
decision appears to take a step in advance of any one which has 
been reported. 


The Reputed Ownership Clause. 


Taz Covrr of Appeal (1907, 2 K. B. 180) have found it 

sible to reverse the decision of Biauam, J., in Re Bution 
1907, 1 K. B. 897), and to hold that an owner of goods in the 
possession of a bankrupt who is deprived of his property by 
the operation of the reputed ownership clause, can prove in the 
bankruptcy for the value of the goods. Before Bicuam, J., the 
claim of the owner was put upon two grounds—first, that the 
bankrupt, who had filed his own petition, had wrongfully ter- 
oemmets | a contract of bailment, and so had given to the owner 
of the goods a right to prove for damages, and, secondly, that 
the owner’s proof was within the principle that an owner 
whose goods are taken for another’s debt is entitled to a remedy 





against the debtor for an indemnity. Bianam, J., rejected both 
contentions, and as to the first the Court of Appeal i 
him. A debtor who his own 
ful, and no claim to i 
the second they accepted the 
law of distress. In Zzall y. 
whose goods had been 
entitled to be indemnified by the lessee, and a similar decision 
was given in Edmunds v. Wallingford (14Q. B.D. 811). Asa 
gave rule, it was there said, where a person’s goods are law- 
ully seized for another’s debt, the owner of the goods is entitled 
to redeem them and to be reimbursed by the debtor against the 
money paid to redeem them, and in the event of the goods being 
sold to satisfy the debt, the owner is entitled to recover 
the value of them from the debtor. The Court of Appeal 
thought this sufficiently in point to give the owner of goods 
taken by the trustee in bankruptcy under the reputed 
ownership clause a right to prove for them, unless such right 
must be deemed to be excluded by the fact that the goods 
were in the ion of 
consent. It is a little difficult to see wh 
deprive the owner of the 
a right of proof. The reason of the order and disposi 
is that the owner has, by consent to the debtor’s possession, 
enabled him to obtain credit on the faith of his reputed owner- 
ship. The goods are therefore awarded to the creditors, and 


of reputed ownership might be mitigated by allowing the owner 
“re for the damage he had sustained by the loss of his 
goods. 


seer | 3 Payment of Money Due Under Separation 
rder. 

A woman who had obtained a separation order against her 
husband under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) 
Act, 1895, containing a provision that he should pay her 
personally a weekly sum of money, —— this week to a 
police istrate of the hardship which she had sustained 
owing to the conduct of her husband with regard to the ee 
of the money. He had sent the money a in shape 
of postal orders, but by making them payable at distant offices 
he compelled her to travel over a part of London and put 
her to unnecessary expense in ing the money. The 
in the case of a provision for the wife, requires that the husband 
shall pay it to the wife personally or for her use to any 
officer of the court or third on her behalf. Under 
the general law the debtor’s duty is to tender payment to 
the creditor or his ro as soon as the money is due, and 
the debtor has no right whatever to select the place of pay- 

umstances 


ment. The conduct of the husband was in these circumst 
illegal and vexatious, and we are not surprised that the te 
directed the officer of the court to inform him that ess he 


acted in a more reasonable manner his postal orders would be 
returned, and he would be liable to be arrested under a warrant. 








The Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893. 
L 


Introduction —Before 1893 there were a great number of 
statutes, both public general statutes and local statutes, which 
gave special privileges as regards to litigation to persons who 
were sued for alleged wrongs committed in the apparent exercise 
of statutory powers or of certain public offices. These privileges 
touched the following points: (1) Notice of action was uired ; 
(2) the defendant might tender amends which, if sufficient, 
would be a bar to the action; (3) a short period of limitation 
was imposed, usually three or six months, ; for local 
statutes a uniform period of two had been introduced ; (4 
a local venue was prescribed ; (5) the defendant was not 

to plead the statute specially, but might set up the pareve | 
defence under a plea of the general issue ; and (6), if 
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he was sometimes entitled to solicitor and client costs. The 
object of the Act of 1893 was to abolish certain of these require 
ments, and as to others to introduce uniformity. Thus notice of 
action, local venue, and the plea of the general issue were, 
speaking generally, abolished altogether, and uniform rules 
were laid down as to limitation of actions, tender of amends, 
and costs. When the Bill was before Parliament it was treated 
as a consolidating Bill, and any changes which it made were 
said to be simply in the direction of producing uniformity among 
the various statutes. This, however, was hardly a correct 
statement. The cases which have been decided on the Act seem 
to show that it has very considerably enlarged the scope of the 
previous statutes, and its generality, especially in the matter 
of solicitor and client costs, has required to be checked by 
judicial interpretation. The most noteworthy feature is its ex- 
tension to the various modern forms of municipal activity, and 
in regard to tramway, electrical, and other undertakings local 
authorities enjoy privileges to which, it would seem, they would 
not have been entitled under the previous law. The very 
numerous cases which have been decided on the Act, and its 
great practical importance, make it worth while to attempt a 
review of the whole matter. And, inasmuch as most of the 
decisions upon the earlier statutes continue to be relevant 
authorities upon the Act of 1893, these require to be considered. 
The most convenient course will be to state first the nature of 
the previous legislation as interpreted by the courts. 


I.—StTaTuTEs PRIOR To 1893. 


Previous legislation.—The extent of the previous legislation 
is shown by the schedule to the Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893, which enumerates 108 statutes and purports speci- 
fically to repeal the portions of them dealing with the matters 
in question. And the list does not pretend to be exhaustive, the 
repeal being carried further by the general words in section 2. 
Sometimes—as in the case of the Justices Protection Act, 1848 
—the statutory protection was conferred upon specified officials. 
More often it was general, and was available for any person 
who purported to act under the statutory authority. Naturally, 
the. most important matter in deciding whether the statutory 
protection applied was the determination of the question whether 
the act complained of was done in pursuance of a statute or in 
the execution of an office. 

Acts done in pursuance of a statute or in the execution of 
an office—Originally it was considered sufficient to frame the 
statute so as to cover simply acts done in erecution of the office— 
Justices Protection Act, 1848, replacing 24 Geo. 2, c. 44—or 
in pursuance of the Act—Game Act, 1831; Larceny Act, 1861 
—or in pursuance of or under the authority of the Act—High- 
way Act, 1835; Cruelty to Animals Act, 1849. Then the 
phrase was widened by reference to the intended execution 
of the Act (Habitual Drunkards Act, 1879). The Metropolitan 
Building Act, 1855, and the Metropolis Local Management 
Amendment Act, 1862, covered anything done or intended to be 
done under the provisions of the Act. Moreover, express refer- 
ence came to be made to omissions, as in the Public Health 
Act, 1875, which related to anything done or intended to be 
done or omitted to be done under the provisions of the Act. A 
fuller form-—“any act done in pursuance or execution or in- 
tended execution of this Act, or in respect of any alleged negli- 
gence or default in the execution thereof”—was introduced 
into the Army Act, 1881, and this form, generalised by the 
insertion of the words “of any Act of Parliament or of any public 
duty or authority,” is used in the Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893. 

But the successive alterations, although useful as declaring 
more precisely the intention of the Legislature, do not seem to 
have really added anything to the short expression “anything 
done in pursuance of this Act.” It was necessarily recognized 
that the statutory protection did not demand an actual compli- 
ance with the statute. “The statute,” it was said in Parton v. 


Williams (1820, 3 B. & A. 330), “is intended for the benefit of 
persons who intend to act right, but by mistake act wrong.” 
“The protection,” said Po.iock, C.B., in Hughes v. Buckland 


but under the belief that he is right.” And Mavus, J., expressed © 


the point graphically enough in Reid v. Coker (1853, 13 C. B, 
850): “It has frequently been held that a party is within the 
protection of a provision of that sort though he has not acted 
in exact execution of the Act. A man is properly said 
to pursue a thing though he may not succeed in catching it ; so 
a man may be acting in pursuance of an Act of Parliament 
though his endeavours may be unsuccessful.” In Oakley v. 
Kensington Canal Co. (1833, 5 B. & Ad. 138) Parks, J., said 
that the words “in pursuance or in execution ” of an Act “ apply 
to all cases where the parties are intending to act upon the 
powers given by the statute, and not merely using it as a cloak 
for their own private purposes.” And in Waterhouse v. Keen 
(1825, 4 B. & C. 200), “in pursuance” was said to imply that 
the thing was done by the defendant acting colore officit.. Hence 
it was immaterial whether a statute referred to acts done im 
pursuance only, or also in intended pursuance of its provisions. 
And although it was at first doubted whether the statutes ex- 
tended to omissions (Umphelby v. M’Lean, 1817, 1 B. & A. 42), 
yet it was ultimately settled that the statutory protection in 
regard to things done or intended to be done under an Act of 
Parliament applied to the “omission to do something which 
ought to be ies in order to the complete performance of a 
duty imposed upon a public body under an Act of Parliament, 
or the continuing to leave any such duty unperformed”: Wilson 
v. Mayor of Halifax (1868, L. R. 3 Ex. 114, per Kzuxy, C.B., at 
p. 119), Jolliffe v. Wallasey Local Board (1873, L. R. 9 C. P. 62), 
Thus the full form of words finally adopted to cover acts or 
defaults in the intended execution of a statute had apparently 
the same effect as when the protection was simply given in 
respect of acts done in pursuance of a statute. 

The books, accordingly, afford numerous instances of pro- 
tection being given where the act complained of was not justified 
by the statute ; as in Gaby v. Wilts and Berks Canal Co. (1815, 
3 M. & S. 580), where the company, professing to act under 4 
local Act, took water from a source which was in fact pro 
hibited ; in Pratt v. Hillman (1825, 4 B. & C. 269), where a 
trespass was committed in the course of raising a party wall 
to comply with a Building Act; in Smith v. Shaw (1829, 10 
B. & C. 277), where a dockmaster gave directions as to the 
berthing of a ship in excess of the powers conferred by the dock 
company’s Act; and in Wheatcroft v. Matlock Local Board 
(1885, 52 L. T. 356), where the defendants improperly covered 
in a watercourse for the purpose of turning it into a sewer under 
sections 18 and 19 of the Public Health Act, 1875. But it was 
necessary that the act or negligence complained of should have 


been directly connected with the statutory power or duty. The, 


protection was refused where a local authority had detained the 
goods of the plaintiff in respect of a debt alleged to be due from 
him: Affleck v. Mayor of Keighley (1886, 2 T. L. R. 864). 
Where a local authority under their statutory powers supplied 
water-carts for watering the streets and a person was injured 
through a defect in a water-cart, they were entitled to protec- 
tion in an action brought by him (Hdwards v. Vestry of St. 
Mary, Islington, 1889, 22 Q. B. D. 338); but a contractor under 
the local authority was not protected in respect of the negligence 
of his servant in a matter merely collateral to the performance 
of the statutory duty: Whatman v. Pearson (1868, L. R. 8 C. P. 
422). Upon a narrow construction of the Justices Protection 
Act, 1848, it was decided by the Court of Appeal in Royal 
Aquarium Society v. Parkinson (1892, 1 Q. B. 431) that a 
slander spoken in the course of public duty was not a thing 
done within the meaning of the Act, though the contrary had 
been held in Ireland: Murray v. M’Swiney (1876, Ir. R. 9 C. L. 
545). Moreover, under the early railway Acts, which contained 
a section conferring protection in respect of things done under 
them, this was held not to apply to their liability as carriers, 
whether of goods (Palmer v. Grand Junction Railway Co., 1839, 
4M. & W. 749) or of passengers: Carpue v. London and 
Brighton Railway Co. (1844, 5 Q. B. 747). The Act, said 
Parke, B., in the former case, did not compel the company to 
be common carriers, it only enabled them to be so, so far as they 
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were liable in that character in the same way as other common 
carriers were. 

The test for ascertaining whether the defendant was entitled 
to statutory protection ; bona fide belief in statutory power first 
suggested.—It being admitted that the statutory protection 
covered acts not done strictly in pursuance of the statute, the 
question arose how far was this latitude to be extended. In an 
early case it was said to be sufficient that the defendant was 
acting under colour of the statute and believed himself to be 
exercising the powers conferred by it, although by virtue of the 
statute he might not be justified in what he did: Graves v. 
Arnold (1812, 3 Camp. 242, per Sir James Mawnsrigip, C.J.). 
Lord ELLensorovcs, C.J., introduced the test of good faith in 
the dictum in Theobald v. Crichmore (1818, 1 B. & A. 227), that 
“the object was clearly to protect persons acting illegally, but 
in supposed pursuance, and with a bond fide intention of dis- 
charging their duty, under the Act of Parliament.” But it was 
felt that mere intention to exercise statutory authority allowed 
of too much laxity. “It is not,” said Parrsson, J., in Cann v. 
Clipperton (1839, 10 A. & E. 582), “because a man chooses to 
think himself acting under a statute, that he can by such mere 
fancy of his own protect himself in an action”; and WiLuiams, 
J., in the same case: “It would be wild work if a party might 
give himself protection by merely saying that he believed him- 
self acting in pursuance of a statute; for no one can say what 
may possibly come into an individual’s mind on such a subject. 
Still, protecting clauses, like that before us, would be useless if 
it were necessary that the person claiming their benefit should 
have acted quite rightly. The case to which they refer must 
lie between a mere foolish imagination and a perfect observance 
of the statute.” 

Reasonable ground for belief also required.—But there was 
great difficulty in settling where this line was to be drawn, and 
all through the middle of the last century the common law courts 
were struggling with the question, how to protect a bond fide 
intention to exercise statutory powers whilst not at the same 
time allowing the statute to be a cover for mere caprice. Some- 
times the idea of Graves v. Arnold (supra) was repeated, and 
a defendant was said to be protected if he had fair colour for 
supposing himself to be warranted by the Act of Parliament in 
doing the act complained of: Beechy v. Sides (1829, 9 B. & C. 
806). But it was against the looseness of this view that Cann 
v. Clipperton (supra) was mainly directed, and it was there 
insisted that the defendant could not shelter himself behind his 
bond fide belief in statutory authority unless the belief was also 
founded on some reasonable ground. “I am unwilling,” said 
Lord Denman, C.J., “to say that, if a party acts bond fide as 
in execution of a statute, he is justified at all events, merely 
because he thinks he is doing what the statute authorizes, if 
he has not some ground in reason to connect his own act with 
the statutory provision.” 

(Zo be continued. ) 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Before the Vacation Judge. 


HARPER AND OTHERS vo. McINTYRE. 7th Augu:t. 
Recetver—Book Dests ALREADY CoLtLecTep aNnD EXxPEnpeEp. 


Motion for a receiver. The applicants were a firm of solicitors, and 
had acted as solicitors for the defendant. On the 9th of November, 
1906, the defendant wrote to the plaintiffs as follows: ‘In considera- 
tion of professional services already rendered and to be rendered by you 
to me I agree to and do hereby charge in your favour the debts due and 
owing to me from the persons named in the schedule hereto with the 
payment of all costs due or to become due from me to you or either 
of you, and I further agree when called upon to execute a formal 
assignment of such debts together with a power of attorney to 
enable you to sue in my name to recover and get in the same.”” The 
defendant in his affidavit admitted that he had collected these debts, but 
said that he had since expended the money the proceeds thereof. It was 
contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that under section 25, sub-section 8, 
of the Judicature Act, 1873, which enacts that ‘‘a mandamus or an 
injunction may be granted, or a receiver a pointed, by an interlocutory 
order of the court in all cases in which it Shall appear to the court to be 


just or convenient that such order should be made, 

diction to make the order. The fact that the money had 

was no answer. In Middleton v. Chichester (L. R. 6 Ch. 152) the court 

made an order of attachment against a & 

agent bance money ordered by 
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spent the money 
contended that De come Ee 
was atrustee. It was con 


(Reported by W. L, L, Batu, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


BOARD OF TRADE v. BAXTER AND ANOTHER (‘‘THE SCARSDALE’’). 
29th July. 


Aprrattry — Seaman — Wacrs — “‘Enp or Voracr’?— Home Porr— 
AcrgEemMent with COrew—Execrion or Master—Mercuant Surrrine 
Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 60), as. 113, 114 (1) (2), 115 (5). 


A seaman signed an agreement at Cardiff for a voyage to end at such port im the 
Inited Kengdom or continent of Europe within home trading limits “as may be 
required by the master.”? The ship sailed with a cargo from Cardiff to Malta, 
and from Malta to the Black Sea, where she loaded a cargo for Southampton. On 
arrival at that port she there discharged the whole o The seaman 


thereupon demanded his wages, on the ground 








" ceca: tts iatag aqun eat ter claimed his dis 

Loresven, C. uw axter claim . 
charge at Southampton when The Searsdale arrived there from the Black 
Sea. He was on the terms: That he was to serve “ on 
a vo not one year's duration to vy ye or places within 
the limits of seventy-five degrees north latitude sixt south 
latitude commencing at Cardiff, thence to Malta, thereafter 
trading to ports in any rotation, and to end at such port in the United 
= or Continent of Europe (within home trading limits) as may be 
req the master.”” The question was: What was the meaning of 
this agreement? It was an agreement for one voyage, not for two or 
more voyages, and it was an agreement for one year and no longer, If, 
therefore, any one voyage came to an end before the expiration of the year, 
the service was also ended. It was true — the master by ay —_ +. 
what ts the aes Pee thin home trading ts, the 

po that 


voyage was to end, but not mean that he could prevent a 
from ending when in fact it had ended. It meant that he was the 
who bed to fix upon the port where the voyage was to end, but if he 
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more. It must in each case be a question of fact what was a voyage, and 
in ascertaining what it was the court ought to regard the following con- 
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its geographical limits and direction ; sh 
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voyage which in point of fact was not a single voyage. Looking at the 
facts here there was ground for saying that the arrival at Southampton 
ended a voyage, and, if a voyage, then the voyage for which this man 
engaged, seeing that he engaged only for one. Probably the master had 
Cardiff as the end of the voyage in order that he might take 
his ship in ballast from Southampton to Cardiff, which was the port where 
the crew were engaged. Whether he did so or not was a question of fact 
upon which his lordship was not prepared to dissent from the decision of 
the Court of Appeal. He thought it was clear that the master could not, 
under these articles, have required the men to continue their services after 
arrival at Cardiff. He was of opinion that the opinion of the Court of 
Appeal should be affirmed, and he moved their lordships accordingly. 
Lord James or Hereronp, Lord Arxinson, and Lord CoLtins gave 
judgments to the same effect. The appeal was therefore dismissed.— 
Counset, Sir William Robson, K.C., 8.G., and Rowlatt; J. 4. Hamilton, 
K.C., and Lewis Noad. Soricrtrors, The Solicitor to the Board of Trade; 
Bot'erell § Roche. 
[Reported by Egsxixz Rev, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MORGAN v. FEAR. 29th and 30th July. 


LicgutT—Prescrrrtion—Dominant aND Servient Tenements Herp Unper 
Common Lanptorp—Prescription Act, 1832 (2 & 3 Wi. 4, c. 71), 
8. 3—Imrtrep Grant—Conveyancine AND Law or Propsrty Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vict. c. 41), s. 6—Buitpine Scurme—Perretviry. 


Where two adjoining tenements are held by different lessees under a common 
landlord, and one lessee has enjoyed the access and use of light in respect of his 
tenement for a period of twenty years without wterruption, he acquires, under 
section 3 of the Prescription Act, 1832, an absolute and indefeasible right to light 
as against the other tenement, and this right enures in favour of that lessee’s 
successors in title, not only as against the adjoining lessee, but as against the 
common landlord and all succeeding owners of the adjoining tenement. 


Appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal, affirming a judgment of 
Kekewich, J., in favour of the respondents, in an action in which the 
respondents, T. F. Fear and his wife, were plaintiffs and the appellant, 
Mrs. M. J. Morgan, was defendant. The proceedings below are reported 
1906, 2 Ch. 406. The action was brought for an injunction and damages 
in respect of an obstruction to the plaintiffs’ ancient lights, and the main 

eral question of law argued was whether the right to light mentioned 
section 3 of the Prescription Act, 1832, was an easement of the same 
nature as an easement by prescription at common law ; and regard being had 
to the facts, the particular questions were (1) whether, when two adjoining 
tenements were held by different termors for the same term of years under 
a common landlord, an absolute and indefeasible right of light could be 
uired under the section in respect of one tenement over the other ; 
and, if so, (2) whether the right so acquired was only co-extensive with 
the said term, and would be extinguished on the surrender of the 
dominant tenement to the common landlord, or whether it also enured for 
the benefit of, and was binding on, the common landlord and would 
continue after such surrender. The plaintiffs were the occupiers of sho 
property known as 16, North-parade, Aberystwith, under a lease dated 
the 30th of June, 1900, for a term of twenty-one years. The defendant 
was the lessee of the er eee house No. 18. In the back of the plaintiffs’ 
premises were two windows which for more than twenty years had enjoyed 
access of light over the defendant’s premises, uninterrupted except by a 
low wall. In 1903 the defendant raised this wall to a height of 16 feet, 
and thereby caused a substantial interference with the light previously 
enjoyed by the plaintiffs’ premises. By a lease dated the 24th of November, 
1825, both the plaintiffs’ and the defendant’s premises were (together with 
other premises) demised by the corporation of Aberystwith to Mary Davis 
for a term of ninety-nine years. In 1827 the plaintiffs’ premises were 
severed from the defendant’s premises, and eventually No. 16 became 
vested in one Watkins and No. 18 in one Davis for the residue of the term. 
In 1900 Watkins surrendered his interest in No. 16 to the corporation, and 
obtained from them a new lease for a term of seventy-five years, his 
lease he assigned to the plaintiffs’ lessors. In March, 1903, Davis 
assigned No. 18 to the defendant, who shortly afterwards surrendered 
the premises to the corporation, and obtained from them a new 
lease thereof, also for a term of seventy-five years. The renewal of 
the lease of the defendant's premises was granted upon the terms of 
her making certain structural alterations which caused the obstruction 
of light complained of in this action. The obstruction was admitted, 
and subject, to the determination by the court of the questions raised by 
the defence, it was arranged that the case should be sent to an official 
referee to inquire as to the damages, the plaintiffs not insisting upon their 
claim for an injunction. Kekewich, J., held that, notwithstanding the 
surrender, dated the 30th of April, 1900, and the grant of the new lease 
to the defendant, the plaintiffs were entitled to an absolute and 
indefeasible right to the access and use of light to and for the windows in 
No. 18, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs with costs of the action, and 
i the damages to be niienedl The Court of Appeal affirmed that 
, considering themselves bound, notwithstanding the decision of this 
House in Colls v. Home and Colonial Stores (Limited) (1904, A. OC. 179) and the 
j of Lord Lindley (then Lindley, L J.) in Wheaton v. Maple (1893, 
3 48), by the decision in Frewen v. Phillips (11 C. B. N.8., p. 449) and 
Mitchell vy. Cantrell (L. BR. 37 Ch. D. 56) to hold that when two adjoining 
tenements were held by different termors for the same term of 
years under a common landlord, a right to light could be acquired 
under section 3 of the Act of 1832, not only between the two 
termors, but also as against the common landlord; and Kekewich, J., 
held the evidence of the witnesses called at the trial, and the 
Lords Justices agreed, that there was nothing in the circumstances existing 
at the date of the lease of the Ist of May, 1900, which precluded Watkins, 








or those claiming under him, from setting up their title under this section, | 
The defendant appealed to their lordships’ House, and it was submitted ~ 


that the decisions in Frewen v. Phillips and Mitchell v. Cantrell were 


erroneous and ought to be overruled, or alternatively that they did not a 
govern this case because those cases only decided that aright of light can be 
acquired under section 3 of the Act of 1832 as between two termors, ~ 


Without calling on the respondents, 

Lord Lorgzvrn, O., moved that the appeal should be dismissed with costs, 
expressing his entire concurrence in the judgment of the Court of Appeal, 
which, in his opinion, should be efirned. 

Lords Macnacuten, James or Hererorp, Ronerrson, Arxrnson, and 
Cottis concurred. Appeal dismissed accordinzly.—Counset, Warmington, 


K.C., and L. F. Putts; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Durham. Soxtcrrors, ; 


Philpot § Morrell, for A. J. Hughes, Aberystwith ; Watkins ¢ Pulleyn, for 
Hugh Hughes, Aberystwith. : , 
[Reported by Exsxrxz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


TAYLEUR v. DOLTER ELECTRIC TRACTION (LIM.), Joyce, J. 
6th, 13th, and 17th July. 


Lanps Criavses Consotipation Act, 1845 (8 Vicr. c. 18), 8s. 63—Come 
PENSATION FoR InsuRrousLy Arrectinc Lanps—Lanp Taken BY Tram< 
way Company To Wipen a Srreet, sut Nor Usep as a TramwaY— 
DsgrpRECIATION IN VALUE OF THE Property SeverED AND Not Taxxn, 


A tramway company, under the powers of a private Act, which incorporated 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, and the Tramways Act, 1870 (33 ¢ 
34 Vict. ¢. 70), took a strip of land from the land owned by an adjoining owner 
Sor the purposes of widening the street, without any intention to run tramways 
over the part taken. Injury was caused to the part not taken both by the widen« 
ing of the street and the tramway. 

Held, that the adjoining owner was entitled to compensation under the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, s. 63. 

The King v. Mountford (1906, 2 K. B. 814) and Horton v. Colwyn Bay 
(1907, 1 K. B. 14) distinguished. 

The plaintiffs are the owners of a freehold residence and pleasure 
grounds abutting and fronting on Babbacombe and Fore-street, Torquay, 
In the course of 1906 the defendants, acting under their powers under the 
Torquay Tramways Act, 1904, served upon the plaintiffs a notice to treat 
for the purchase of a strip of the plaintiffs’ land along the two roads 
referred to for the p of widening the roads, as they were authorized 
to do under the Act. The strip of land in question was not required for 
the tramway lines, and the tramways were not intended to pass over any 
part of it. An agreement was made on the 20th of October, 1906, between 
the plaintiffs and the defendants, by which, after reciting that the parties 
had been unable to agree whether the plaintiffs were entitled to claim 
compensation for the injuriously affecting of the plaintiffs’ adjoining 
premises, the consideration for the purchase by the defendants of the strip 
of land was agreed, and the —— (if any) payable for injuriously 
affecting the plaintiffs’ other adjoining lands was agreed at the sum of 
£320. The defendants entered into possession, and in the course of 
construction cut down a belt of trees and underwood which before the 
severance of the land had completely sheltered the house from the two 
roads. The plaintiffs now brought an action fora declaration that they 
were entitled to the said sum of £320. 

Joyce, J.—The Torquay Tramways Act, 1904, authorized the Dolter 
Electric Traction (Limited) to construct tramways along the streets of 
Torquay and to widen certain streets, and this Act incorporated the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act. Under a contract dated the 20th of October, 
1906, part of the plaintiffs’ land was taken for the purpose of the execution 
of these powers, and the power exercised was to widen the street though 
not in fact to construct the tramway on the land taken from Mr. Tayleur, 
and the question is whether under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, Mr. Tayleur may recover for the depreciation of the rest of his land, 
in which depreciation it is well settled that loss of privacy and increased 
noise and dust and so on by the working of the undertaking and the 
exercise of the powers of the Act, may be considered. In this contract an 
agreement was come to between the parties reciting that the parties were 
unable to agree whether the plaintiffs were entitled to compensation, but 
the amount of compensation, if due, was taken at £320. Now, I am not 
certain what was in the mind of the person making the agreement, but I 
suspect that this agreement was due to a suggestion that, because the 
tramway was not constructed over the part taken, the plaintiffs could 
not recover in respect of an injury affecting the plaintiffs’ other lands 
by the construction. In support of the defendants’ contention two 
cases were cited to me, The King v. Mowntford (1906, 2 K. B. 814) 
and Horton v. Colwyn Bay (1907, 1 K. B. 14). Neither of these cases have 
anything to do with the present one. The question was whether the plaintiff 
there was entitled to receive compensation for a widening of a street by 
tramway company not under the powers of the Act under which the land 
was taken, but in exercise of powers under another Act which, in the 
minds of the ies, was connected with the Act under which the land was 
taken and which did not provide for compensation. Bigham, J.’s, case 
was under the Public Health Act, 1875. The provisions, principle, and 
policy ot that Act are totally different from the Lands Ulauses Consolida- 
tion Act, 1845, and that case has nothing to do with the present one, 
Upon the evidence I find that the rest of Mr. Tayleur’s land was 
injuriously affected within the meaning of section 63 of the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation 
money or compensation to be paid by the promoters of the undertaking 
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in any of the cases aforesaid shall be had by the j 
arbitrators, or surveyors, as the case may be, not only to the value of the 
Jand to be purchased or taken by the promoters of the undertaking, but 
also to the damage, if any, to be sustained by the owner of the lands by 
reason of the severing of the lands taken from the other lands of such owner, 
or otherwise injuriously affecting such other lands by the exercise of the 

wers of this or the special Act or any Act incorporated therewith.’’ 

e lands which were left were injuriously affected by the exercise of the 

wers of the special Act. And, further than that, I think they were 
njuriously affected, not only by the exercise of the power to construct 
the tramway, but also by the exercise of the power to widen the street. 
Tbey were injuriously affected by both sets of powers given to the 
defendants. The ment has provided for compensation and I hold 
the defendants liable to pay. I should like to add that I must not be 
taken to countenance the theory (it may be sound or it may be not) that 
nothing could have been got for injuriously affecting the rest of the land, 
unless the tramway has been entually made upon the agg of land taken. 
The plaintiffs are entitled to the £320.—CovunsgL, — , K.C., and George 
Wallace; Younger, K.C., and Austen-Cartmell. Licirors, Hanbury, 
Whitting, ¢ Co. ; Deacon § Co. 

[Reported by A. 8. Orré, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BULAWAYO MARKET AND OFFICES CO. (LIM.). Warrington, J. 
23rd July. 


Company—Direcror—Liuirep Comeany Sore Direcror—Compantes Acts, 
1862-1900. 


A limited company incorporated under the Companies Acts, 1862-1900, may be 
appointed and may act as the director of another limited company. 


Petition to wind up. The Bulawayo Market and Offices Co. (Limited) 
was incorporated on the 23rd of July, 1897, under the Companies Acts, 
1862 to 1890, as a company limited by shares. The capital of the 
company was £135,000 divided into 135,000 shares of £1 each. The 
object for which the company was established was the exploita- 
tion of land in South Africa and t> carry into effect an agreement 
made between the Rhodesia Exploration and Development Oo. 
(Limited) and the Bulawayo Oo., under which the Bulawayo 
Co. acquired certain land and buildings in Rhodesia. The articles of 
association were in the usual form and contained the usual provisions 
regarding the directors and duties of directors of the company. At an 
extraordinary general meeting of the company held on the 28th of 
January, 1907, a special resolution was passed, which, after providing for 
a reduction of the capital of the company, substituted for article 128 
(dealing with the managament of the company) the following: ‘128, 
Until otherwise determined by the company in general meeting 
there shall be no directors of the company, bunt the control of 
the company and the management of its business in Bulawayo 
and London shall be vested in a man or managers, and such 
manager or managers may exercise all such powers of the company, and 
do on behalf of the company all such acts as may be exercised and done 
by the company, and as are not by statute or by these articles required to 
be exercised or done by the company in general meeting. enever 
under these articles the directors are required or authorized, or are given a 
discretion to do or not to do any act, then, as the case may be, the managers 
shall or shall not do or shall be empowered to do such act. 1284. The 
first mapagers of the company s be the Rhodesia Exploration and 
Development Oo. (Limited), who shall (until directors have been 
appointed) hold office so long as they shall be able and willing to act. A 
subsequent manager or managers shall be appointed by the company in 
general meeting. 128). The managers ner See and conduct their 
proceedings as such, in such manner as they may from time to time 
determine, and may delegate all or any of their powers, authorities, and 
discretion as managers to such persons and on such terms and coaditions 
as they think fit, and may revoke or vary any such delegation, and 
company who shall for the time being be managers of the company . 
until otherwise determined by the managers, be deemed to have delegated 
all the powers, authorities, and discretions vested in them by the regulations 
for the time being of the company to the directors for the time being of 
such managing company, who shall accordingly be deemed deputy 
managers of the company.’’ 128¢ provided for the remuueration of the 
managers. ‘128d. Until directors of the company shall be appointed the 
seal of the company shall not be affixed to any instrument except by the 
authority of a resolution of the managers and in the presence of at least 
two deputy managers or a deputy manager and the secretary, and the 
deputy managers or the deputy manager and the secretary, as the case 
may be, shall sign every instrument to which the seal shall be so affixed 
in their presence.”” This resolution was confirmed at an extraordinary 
general meeting of the company on the 25th of February, 1907. Mr. 
Alfred Mosely, a shareholder, thereupon presented a petition for the 
compulsory winding up of the company on the ground that the 
resolution removed the substratum of the com so far as manage- 
ment by directors and the liabilities and responsibilities of directors 
were concerned, and deprived the shareholders of the rights and pro- 
tection given to them by statute. No shareholder other than 
Mosely supported the petition, which was opposed by 496 shareholders. 
For the petitioner it was argued that to substitute a company with limited 
liability for individual directors with unlimited liability was contrary to 
the spirit of the Companies Acts, and therefore wltrd vires the company. 
The criminal provisions of the Companies Acts regarding directors vould 
be rendered futile as a limited company could not be sentenced to a term 


of imprisonment, and could, therefore, evade all the provisions of the 
Companies Acts with impunity, Oounsel for the compauy were not called 
upon, 





~ udgmen : This is a petition 
wy Aoete hotdvg fo os dies of £1 cach have 


recently —_ ie te jant ba = ma of five es ee 
alleging t any bs wou 

owing to the special seettution Walch has seanetty been passed. tHe 
lordship then stated the facts and read the spscial resolution, and 
continued:] The ground on which the petition is presented is that 
the resolution is wltrd vires the pee ani that, having regard to 
this company, it was just and equitable that it should bs wouad 
up, because a majority had by the resolation taken away the rights 
and protection given by the Companies Acts to shareholders from the 
minority. As to the first —. there is nothing whatever to support it, 
The Companies Act of 1862 gives cartain provisions for the protection of 
shareholders, but there is nothing in that Act or the subsequent Acts to 
make it incumbent on a company either t> have directors at all or to have 
soatoaplsts a cbmpeay bering. 20, diester. . Although the eubssqeent 
contemplate a company no e su uen 
Acts, 4 doubt, contemplate individual persons being directors, there is 
nothing which indicates any enactment to the contrary, and therefore 
there is nothing wltrd vires in the fact of a yng Ae veeey 5 another com- 
pany as director. As to the second point, that it is just and equitable to 
wind up the company because of the injustice of the resolution in seeking 
to remove the protection which individual directors give to shareholders, 
the answer is that a person who takes shares in a limited company takes 
such shares with the bility of the regulations of the ee 77 being 
altered by special resolution, as lated by the Act of 1862. It seems to 
me, therefore, that there is nothing in either of these two arguments 
affording any ground for a winding-up order, and the petition must be 
dismissed with costs.—Counset, Hughes, K.C., and H. Greenwood ; Jenkins, 
K.0., and Holmes; Warwick H. Draper. Sortcrrons, Hyman, Isaacs, ¢ 
Lewis; Ingle, Holmes, Sons, ¢ Pott ; Pritchard § Sons. 

[Reported by Leowaap T, Forp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 


ASSICURAZIONI GENERALI DE TRIESTE o. EMPRESS ASSURANCE 
CORPORATION (LIM.). Pickford, J. 17th July. 


Marine Insurzance—Payment or Loss sy Insurer Dre ro Misrerar- 
SENTATION — Payment RY Rernevryzen To Insurer — Recovery oF 
Damaces—SusnocaTion—Dmanvtion or Loss—Ricat or Remsvrger 
To RerpayMENT. = 


Insurance effected on certain shipments of lumber 
named firm. Owing to misrepresentation of ‘ 

office the insurers insured and paid a loss on certain of the excepted shipments. 
The reinsurers paid the insurers £1,354, the amount due to the latter in 
thereof. During investigations in respect to an action the insurers found 
the excepted shipments had been declared insured, and losses thereon 
insurers claimed and recovered damages in respect of the misrepresentats 
reinsurers claimed that, as that amount had been received in diminu 
loss by the insurers, the reinsurers were entitled to be repaid the amount 
paid the insurers. : 
Held, that the money was received by reason of the enforcement of a right 
diminished the insurers’ loss, and the reinsurers were entitled to recover, but 
the insurers were entitled to deduct whatever were the reasonable expenses 
recovering the sum. : 


Claim by reinsurers to recover a loss 
laintiffs reinsured the defendants, to 
nterest up to £1,000 on certain shipments of lumber, under t 

of insurance, one for £635 in res of a vessel called The 2., 
other for £1,000 in respect of the vessel Z.@. The defendants 
an open cover to B. & Oo. under which the latter could declare 
by a number of vessels, but were not at liberty to declare 
vessels belonging to M. T. & Co. The two vessels The R. and 
or the yee? by them belonged to M. T. & Co., and were put 
by B. & Sg y — defendants in ignorance that 
M. T. & Cos, and losses having occurred, 
without that knowledge. The defendants were paid by the 
respect thereof under the policies £1,354 4s. 101. In 
the defendants brought action against B. & Co. clai 
on various grounds, and 
of losses paid on the two 
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received from B, & Co. were not received to the use of the plaintiffs, and 
that there was no right of subrogation of which the plaintiffs could avail 
themselves, and (2) that if liable at all they were only liable for such an 
amount as remained after deducting the costs of recovering that sum, and 
they claimed that as the action against B. & Co. was the means of 
recovering this sum, and the facts upon which they succeeded in doing so 
were only discovéred by means of discovery and investigation in that 
action, they were entitled to deduct the whole or the greater part of the 
costs which they had to pay to their solicitors in respect of it. If the 
defendants were right in this contention there would be no balance left to 
which the plaintiffs would be entitled. It was contended for the plaintiffs 
that as the money was obtained by enforcing a right which diminished the 
defendants’ loss it was received to the use of the plaintiffs as reinsurers, and 
that the judgments of Brett, L.J., and Bowen, L J., in Castellain v. Preston 
(11 Q. B. D. 380, at pp. 388 and 403) were applicable. The defendants had 
received the amount of costs payable to the defendants between party and 
party, and as that amount represented the costs properly incurred by. the 
defendants in respect of the action they could not deduct any further 
costs from the amount of the damages recovered. It was contended for 
the defendants that the judgments of Brett, L.J., and Bowen, L.J. (supra), 
were merely dicta and were not applicable as the money was received in 
respect of a personal tort committed by a person other than the original 
assured and was not received in diminution of their loss. The 
case was analogous to that of an action for libel published incidentally in 
and arising out of the insurance transactions. The defendants were 
entitled to bring into account the costs they had had to pay their solicitora, 
or at any rate such costs as were incurred in ascertaining the facts upon 
which the damages were recovered. Ha ch, Mansfield, & Co.v. Weingott (22 
T. L. Rep. 366) was cited. The plaintiffs were only entitled to the net 
salvage. 

Watton, J., in giving judgment, said that the passages cited in 
Castellain v. Preston (supra) were statements of the principle on which the 
judgments proceeded. ‘Those statements covered the present case. The 
money was received in diminution of the loss. The case of libel as 
suggested was not analogous. The money was received by reason of the 
enforcement of a right which diminished the defendants’ loss, and was 
within the judgments of Brett, L.J., and Bowen, L J., and the reinsurers 
were entitled to that advantage. As regarded the question of costs, the 
case of Hatch, Mansfield, § Co. v. Weingott (supra) was in point, and the 
plaintiffs’ contention wrong. The defendants were entitled to deduct 
whatever were the reasonable expenses of recovering the sum obtained 
from B. & Co.—whatever might, on investigation of the circumstances 
of that action, be found to be properly attributable to the recovery 
of this money.—Covunset, Serutton, K.C., and Leck ; J. A. Hamilton, K.C., 
and Maurice Hill. Soricitons, Ballantyne, McNair, § Clifford; Davidson & 
Morriss. 

[Reported by W. Trevor Tcrtox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL rv. DUKE OF RICHMOND. 
9th, 10th, and 30th July. 


Revenve—Esrate Dvury—Incumpeances -Estate CuHarcep ny THe THEN 
Tenant ror Lire to tHe Fuit Vatce Tuerror —Ciam ny Crown TO 
Estate Dury—Fivance Acr, 1894. 


A tenant for life of on entailed estate, which was by the entail tied up for a 
generation, petitioned the Scotch courts to approve a disentailing scheme under 
which he proposed to execute, in favour of certain persons who would be cut off if 
the disentatling deed were ezecuted by him, bonds bearwng interest and representing 
the full capital value of the estate. The petitim was granted and the scheme 
carried through. At the death of the petitioner the estates passed to the d-fendant, 
from whom the Crown claimed estate duty on the full capital value. 

Held, that the defendant's contention, that, as ihe estates by reason of the charges 
on them were of no value to hem, and therefore no estate duty was payable by him, 
wos right, and that he was entitled to yudgment against the Crown with cos's. 


This was an information by the Attorney-General against the defendant, 
the Duke of Richmond, claiming estate duty on the Scotch estates he 
inherited from his father, the late duke, who died in September, 1903. 
The defendant alleged that by reason of incumbrances the estate on which 
this id was charged was of no value, and therefore that no duty was 

yable. 
yor J., in the course of a considered judgment, said an important and 
difficult question was raised in this case. in 1897, when the late duke was 
seventy -nine years of age, he presented a petition to the Court of Session 
asking the court to approve an instrument of disentail, and this petition 
was granted. The duke was thus enabled to disentail the estates in 
question. The interest of the defendant was valued at £415,000, and that 
of the defendant's son (vow the Earl of March) at £287,000. Bonds were 
executed in their favour by the late duke for those amounts, and he sub- 
sequently gave them bonds for interest on these sums amounting 10 all to 
£88,348. The effect of the entail which bad been executed was to tie up 
the estates for a generation. The information alleged that these bonds 
were not in respect of deb's or incumbrances incurred or created by 
the late duke fond fide for fuil consideration in money or money’s 
worth wholly for the benefit of the late duke, within the meaning ot 
sxtion 7, sub-section 1 (a), of the Finance Act, 1894. The defendant's 
auswer to this was twofold: First, that the said sums were debts and 
ipcumbrances 60 incurred or created for full consideration in money or 
money’s worth whoily for the use and benefi: of the late duke ; and secondly, 
that section 1 did not apply to this case, and that the estate which passed on 
the death of the late duke was an estate subject to these incumbrances 
Having dealt with the statutes and authorities cited during the argument, 
the learned judge said he believed the duke’s evidence, and so he came to 


Bray, J. 


being merely to lessea the death duties. 


Sir John Walton, A.G., Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., and Vaughan Hawkins ; 
Danckwerts, K.C., 8. U. Buckmaster, K.C., and Austen Cartmell. Soticrrors, 
Solicitor for Inland Revenue ; Burch, Whitehead, § Davidson. 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rau, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. DUKE OF RICHMOND AND OTHERS. 
Bray, J. 11th, 12th, and 30th July. 


Revenve—Esratre Dury — Enran.— Reversion 1x Crown— Powrr 16 
DisentTaAtL AND ALIENATE—F ines AND Recovertes Act (34 & 35 Hew. 8, 
c. 20), ss. 15, 18. 

When as tenant for life a man succeeds to dn estate which, although entailed, he 
could disentail, and therefore if he chose could alienate it, the Ciown is entitled to 
claim estate duty in respect of that estate from him, 

Held, that the conditions under which the Goodwood estates had been granted, 
and had descended to the defendant, did not preclude him from barring the entail, 
and therefore that estate duty was payable, 


In this case the Crown claimed that estate duty became payable on the 
death of the late duke in 1903 upon the capital value of the Goodwood 
estates, on the ground that he was entitled to disentail the estates and 
accordingly to alienate them. ‘The first defendant, the Duke of Richmond, 
supported the contention that he was entitled to bar the entail of the 
estates, but the remaining defendants, who were the statutory trustees of 
the settlement under which the estates were held, contended that the 
reversion of the estates was in the Crown, and that inasmuch as there was 
a remainder in the Crown the Duke of Richmond was not entitled to 
disentail the estates. It was conceded by the defendants that if, as 
contended by the Crown, the late duke had power to bar the entail the 
duty claimed by the Crown was payable. 

Bray, J., in giving judgment, said the question whether the Crown 
could succeed in this case depended on the construction of certain letters 
patent by which King Charies II. granted to his son Charles Duke of 
Richmond and Lennox, then an infent of three years, certain coal 
duties on all coal shipped, c rried, or vended (subject to certain 
exceptions) by any person out of the river or haven of Tyne 
belovging to the town of Newcastle; and on an Act of Par iament, 
30 Geo. 2, c. 34, for varying the limitations in the letters patent 
and certain Acts of Parliament passed about the year 1800, by 
which these coal duties were converted into annuities and the proceeds 
of the annuities invested in the Gs01wood Estates and other securities ; 
and, lastly, on two Acts dealing with these estates and the powers of the 
tenants in tail in relation thereto. The true construction and effect of the 
letters patent could only be arrived at by considering carefully what these 
coal duties were, and particularly whether they were realty or personalty, 
for, if personalty, they would not be within the Statute de Donis, and 
could have been dieposed of by the donee, at all events as soon as he had 
an heir of his body. If realty, so as tocome within the word ‘‘ tenementa ”’ 
in the Statute de Douis, they could have been entailed. In the learned 
judge's opinion, at any rate after the passing of the Act of 30 Geo. 2, 
c. 34, ‘‘an Act for varying and postponing ‘certain limitations in a grant 
made by King Charles [1. of a duty on coal shipped in the River Tyne to 
Uharles, late Duke of Richm ond and Lennox, and for enabling the present 
Duke of Richmond, Lennox, and Aubigny to make a joiuture- on his 
intended marriage with Lady Mary Bruce,’’ the coal duties mu-t be 
treated as an entailable iuheritance and a tenement within the Statute 
de Donis. He was also of opinion that the entail could, under s:ction 15 
of the Fines and Recoveries Act, (34 & 35 Hen. 8, c. 20). have been barred, 
but nos tne reversion iu the Crown, and that the late duke was a tenant in 
tail of the estates within that section, and that the case did not come within 
the excepted cases in seclion 18. All that remained to be considered was 
the two Acts of 1 Vict. c. 34 and 32 Vict. c. 4, both of which conferred 
further powers on the trustees. ‘They certainly did not confer any 
prohibition express or implied, against alienation, and, if the entail could 
be barred after the passing of the Fines and Recoveries Act, they did not 
take away that power. It followed, therefore, that judgment must be 
for the Crown and that estate duty was payable on the principal value 
of these estates —Counset, Sir John Walton, 4.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; 
Danckwerts, K.C., and Austen Cartmeli; Sr W. 8S. Robson, 8.G, and 
Rowlatt. Soxrscrrons, The Siicitor for Inland Revenue ; Burch, Whitehead, § 


Davidson. 
[Reported by Ensxiye Rev, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re MAYNE. Ez parte THE TRUSTEE. Bigham, '. 3st July. 


Bayxavurrcy—Pxoor—Assicnment or Proor—Ser orr or Cosrs Dug To 
Txvester yaom Pxrovina Cueprron Aoarnst Divivenp PayasLe 70 
Assioner ory Poor. 

A trustee in bankrupley can set «ff costs due to him from a proving credilur 
against a dividend payable to a person to whom the creditor has assigned all rights 
under the proof. , 

Application by the officia) receiver as trustee in the bankruptcy for leave 
to retain a dividend due on a proof in part satisfaction of costs due to him 
from the proving creditor. lady Oxenden had presented a proof against 
the bankrupt's estate for £1,500, which was rejected by the official 





the conclusion that the bonds were bond fide instruments—that was, real 





receivir. She appealed to the judge, and her appeal was heard and dis- 


deeds intended to have a real operation, and creating real incumbrances— — 
the late duke’s motive in disentailing the estate and granting these bonds ~ 
H.s judgment must therefore be ~ 
for the duke, and the information would be dismissed with costs.—CounszL, ~ 









Bankri 
Unset 


Wher 
to requi 
allowed 


Appe 
1906, tl 
£1,430 
credito: 
aside t! 
which ° 

nt 

e sun 
petitior 
costs {| 
£19 1s. 
due to 
due on 
set off 
debtor 
invaria! 
credito: 
by him 
that a ¢ 
to him 
answer 
difficul! 

titior 
a= 
of the 
state me 
missed. 
¢ Haru 












jO7. 


———_ E 





rances—, | 
e bonds ~ 
efore be 
‘OUNSEL, 
‘awkins ; 
ICITORS, 


RS. 


WER TO 
Hew. 8, 


ailed, he 
titled to 


granted, 
| entail, 


on the 
xd wood 
tes and 
hmond, 
of the 
atees of 
hat the 
re was 
tled to 
if, as 
ail the 


Crown 
letters 
uke of 
n coal 
certain 
Tyne 
ament, 
patent 


resent, 
yn his 
u-t be 
tatute 
ion 15 
arred, 
ant in 
within 
d was 
ferred 
r any 
could 
id not 
st be 
value 
»kine ; 
, and 
cad, § 


UB TO 
KH TO 


‘edilur 











rights 


leave 
»> him 


rainst 
ficial 
L dis- 














missed in December, 1906, the costs payable by her taxed at 
£31 2s. 4d. She gave notice of appeal to the Court of A but on the 
gth of April, 1907, before thé appeal came on for hearing, she assigned 
whatever claims she might have upon the bankrupt’s estate to her 
solicitors, Messrs. Dyson, Smith, & Marchant. The appeal was heard and 
dismissed on the 12th of April, and the costs payable thereunder, after 
deducting the £20 deposit, amounted to £16 8s. 4d., making, with the 
costs in the court below, a total sum of £47 10s. 8d. due from Lady 
Oxenden to the official receiver as trustee in the bankruptcy. On the 10th 
of May Messrs. Dyson, Smith, & Marchant tendered a fresh proof for £130 
as assignees of Lady Oxenden. This proof was admitted by the official 
receiver, and the dividend payable thereon was £25, which the official 
receiver now sought to retain in part satisfaction of the £47 10s. 8d. due to 
him from Lady Oxenden. Counsel for the assignees contended that the 
costs could not be set off against the dividend, because a dividend is not a 
debt due from the trustee, and cannot be attached or charged in any way 
(Prout v. Gregory, 24Q. B. D. 281; Re Cook, Ex parte Cripps, 1899, 1 Q. B. 
$63), and further that the costs were due from Lady Oxenden, but that 
the dividend was pevent to the assignees. 

Bicuam, J., held that as Lady ne could only assign whatever 
might be due to her from the bankrupt’s estate, and it turned out that she 
owed the estate more than was due to her from it, her assignees would get 
nothing, and the application of the trustee for leave to retain the dividend 
must be allowed.—Covunset, Hansell ; Davis. Soxtcrrors, Adams § Adams ; 
Dyson, Smith, § Marchant. 


[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re A DEBTOR. Zr parte THE PETITIONING CREDITOR. 
Bigham, J. 31st July. 


Banxruptcy — Practice —Set orr or Costs Payaste sy Denror on 
UnsuccessruL Appiication to Set Astpe Bankruptcy Notice AGarnst 
Costs Payaste ny Petirionrinc Creprror on Dismissat or Petrrion— 
Costs Payaste sy Destror IncLupED 1n Petrrionine CreprTor’s Dest 


When a bankrup'ey petition is dismissed with costs it is the universal practice 
to require the petitioning creditor to pay such costs to the debtor, and he is never 
allowed to set off his debt or any part thereof against them. 


Appeal from the taxing-master in bankruptcy. On the 27th of June, 
1906, the petitioning creditor obtained judgment against the debtor for 
£1,430 and costs. ‘The costs were taxed in Feb: , 1907, and the 
creditor issued a bankruptcy notice in March. The debtor applied to set 
aside the bankruptcy notice, but his application was dismissed with costs, 
which were taxed on the 29th of April at £12 19s. 2d. The creditor then 
presented a bankruptcy petition and included in the debt on the petition 
the sum of £12 19s. 2d. which had been awarded to him as costs. The 
petition was heard and dismissed with costs on the 6th of June. The 
costs payable by the petitioning creditor to the debtor amounted to 
£19 1s. 4d. On taxation the creditor claimed to set off the £1z 19s. 2d. 
due to him from the debtor for costs in part satisfaction of the £19 1s. 4d. 
due on the dismissed petition. The taxing-master refused to ailow the 
set off because the creditor had included the costs payable to him by the 
debtor in the debt set forth in his petition, and it has always been the 
invariable practice of the Bankruptcy Court to refuse to allow a petitioning 
creditor to set off his debt or any part thereof against the costs payable 
by him to a debtor on the dismissal of a petition. If it were not certain 
that a debtor who succeeds in dismissing a petition will get his costs paid 
to him by the petitioning creditor, debtors who have a perfectly good 
answer to the acte of bankruptcy alleged in the petition would have 
difficulty in getting solicitors to act for them in opporition to bankruptcy 
petitions. ‘The petitioning creditor appealed from this ruling. 

BieuamM, J., having read the taxing-master's statement of the existence 
of the above practice and the reasons therefor, said that he accepted the 
statement and felt bound to act upon it. The appeal was therefore dis- 
missed.—CounsEL, Whinney ; Hansell, Soxtcrrors, Wild ¢ Co. ; Stephenson 
§ Harwood, 

[Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Barrister-at-Law. ]} 


New Orders, &c. 


Rules of the Supreme Court. 


Orper XXXVII., Ruz 59. 


1. Order 37, Rule 59, is hereby annulled, and the following Rule sha!l 
stand in lieu thereof :— 

Rules 54 to 58 of this Order shall apply, as far as may be, to applications 
under the Evidence by Commission Act, 1859 (22 Vict. c. 20), for the 
pempoee of giving effect to any Commission or letter of request from any 

ritish tribunal out of the jurisdiction: except that in such cases the 
depositions certified as above provided and letter of request, if any, ehall 
be forwarded by the Senior Master to His Majesty's Secretary of State for 
the Colonies, or, in the case of a letter of request from a Judge of an 
Indian Court, to His Majesty’s Secretary of State for India. 


Orpen XXXVIL, Rue 60, 


2. Where a Commission Rogatoire, or letter of request, as mentioned in 
Rule 54 of this Order, is transmitted to the Supreme Court by His 
Majesty’s Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs with an intimation that it 
is desirable that effect should be given to the same without requiring an 
application to be made to the Court by the agents in England of any of 
the parties to the action or matter in the foreign ‘country, the Senior 
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Master shall transmit the same to the Solicitor to the Treasury, who 
thereupon, with the consent of His Majesty’s Treasury, make such - 
cations and take such as may be necessary to give effect to such 
Commission Rogatoire, or letter of request, in accordance with Rules 54 to 


58 of this Urder. 
Orvrer LXIIL., Rure 6. 

3. Order LXIII., Rule 6, shall be read as if the first Monday in August 
were included among the days on which the offices of the Supreme Court 
shall not be open. 

4. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court (Augdst, 
1907), or each Rule may be cited az wn Pens Sam with reference to 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 

Dated the 3rd of August, 1907, . 

(Signed) Lorsnvrn, C. 
Haxrnerr it. Cozens-Hanpy, M.R. 
R. L. Vavenan Wuuiass, L.J. 
J. Gonztt Baunzs, P. 
R. B. Fovvay. 
Cnristorarr JAMES. 








Societies. 


Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s hall. on Thursday, the Ist of August, Mr. W. M. Woodhous> in 
the chair. The other directors present were Mr. T. H. Gardiver, Mr. 
H. H. Peacock, and Mr Mark Waters, with Mr. E. E. Barron, the 
secretary. The sum of £70 was voted ia relief of London solicitors’ widows, 
a new member was elected, and other business transacted. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Cuartes Ricnarp Srevens and Francis Hewrrr Srevens, solicitors 
(C. R. & F. H. Stevens), 73a, Queen Victoria-street. July 31. All debts 
due and owing to or by the said late firm will be received or paid by the 
said Charles Richard Stevens: and the business will be carried on in the 
future by the said Charles Richard Stevens. [@azette, Aug. 6. 


General. 


In reply to a question by Mr. Liddell as to how many patent appeals 
were pry» eon eiting an hearing; what was the date of the notice of 
appeal in the longest outstanding case ; and what were the reasons for the 
delay in those cases, the Attorney-General was understood to say that 
there were fifty appeals ; that the date of the longest outstanding appeal 
was September, 1906, but that some entered since had been already heard, 
and that he could not give details as to the reasons. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the j for the ensuing 
autumn assizes : South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham ; Western, 
Mr. Justice Darling ; North-Eastern, Mr. Justice Channell and Mr. Justics 
Phillimore; Midland, Mr. Justice Bucknill; Oxford, Mr. Justice Jelf; 
North and South Wales, Mr. Justice Sutton ; Northern, Mr. Justice Bray 
and Mr. Justice Pickford. Prisuners only will be tried at these assizes, 
except at Manchester and Liverpool on the Northern, Leeds on the North- 
Rastern, Birmingham on the Midland, and Cardiff on the North and South 
Wales Circuits, where civil business will also be taken. 

Is the bench, says the Globe, to play a recognized part in the 
education of the young? uring the recent assizes at Guildford 
Mr. Justice Bigham invited a ei of schoolboys to sit 
him in court. The Judge Willis’s youthful son 
on the bench at the thwark County Court has since 

icturesquely chronicled in the Duily News. Mr. Justice Bigham and 
, pt Willis may both ee the precedent of a higher court. The late 
Lord Esher once pl a little granddaughter beside him in the Court 
of Appeal, shewed her some of eee oe on ee eee 
before the court, and informed the bar that a new judge had 
appointed. Nevertheless, it may be doubted whether this introduction 
the young into judicial places is quite consistent with the dignity of 
administration of the law. 


On taking his seat at the Central Criminal Court on the Ist inst., Judge 
Rentoul said: “In the trial of a stockbroker before last 
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that it was custo’ 
securities of their clients with the Bank of 

thereon, taking the use of the money and — it with their own 
afterwards replacing it without any loss to their clients. I was asked 
counsel to take ee of this say whether it was 

or not, I expre my very great su 

exist, however innocently intended, and 

would make the act legal. I am, 

the Stock Exchange that, so far from any such custom 
if a member of e Stock Exchange were 
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would be at once expelled, however innocent his intention might be. I 
am very A og to hear that, if any such acts are done, they are heavily 
punished by expulsion when they are detected.”’ 


At the Nuneaton County Court, on Wednesday, the 17th ult., his 
Honour Judge Wightman Wood referred to the loss which the court had 
sustained by the retirement of its venerable registrar, Mr. Henr n4 Dewes. 
‘* From a sentimental point of view,”’ said the learned judge, ‘‘ the loss is 
irreparable, and in its actuality it is no slight one. Mr. Dewes had had an 
unexampled term of office ; he had broken all records in that respect. He 
held the office of registrar—or the equivalent office before it was called 
registrar—during the whole time that this court has existed. The court 

was founded under an Act of Parliament passed in 1846, and in that year 
Mr. Dewes was appointed clerk of this court. At that time the office 
which is now called registrar was called clerk, and a clerk was appointed 
of both Coventry and Nuneaton. The officer could not be in two places at 
once, and Mr. Dewes was appointed assistant clerk as it was called 
—or deputy registrar as it would now be called—for Nuneaton; but, as 
the Coventry clerk did not come here, he actually performed the duties 
from the beginning of the court. This lasted about ten years. In 1856 
an Act of Parliament was passed which, among other things, changed the 
name of the official from clerk to registrar. During the whole time, 
therefore, that the court has existed, the duties of registrar have been 
performed by the same person, which, I hardly need say, is altogether 
unexampled in the county court history.” And after observing that Mr. 
Dewes’ resignation had been practically at his disposal for quite ten years, 
his honour continued: ‘‘I certainly have not thought it was my duty, 
until the present time, to accept his resignation, but it has been tendered 
me, since the last court, in such a way and in such terms, that I have been 
unable any longer to refuse to accept it. In previously refusing to accept 
be I have done no more than my duty to the public of this district, as I 

uite sure his occupancy of the office has b-en for the public advantage 
for e reasons I have given, owing to his great experience and excellent 
judgment.’ 

At Birmingham, on the 31st ult., Mr. Justice Jelf delivered judgment 
in the case of Lilley v. Quaife Brothers. The parties were the well-known 
professional cricketers. Before 1900 the plaintiff carried on in Birmingham 
the business of an athletic outfitter in partnership with one Bates, under 
the style of Lilley & Bates. Both being professional cricketers, they 
found that they could not give the necessary attention to the business to 
make it a success. By an agreement dated August, 1900, they sold the 
business, together with the ‘ood will and the name, to Quaife Brothers, 
who carried on a similar pets and whose trade name then became Quaife 
Brothers & Lilley. By this agreement the plaintiff agreed not to carry on 
the business of athletic outfitter in Birmingham or district, nor to use 
himself nor cause to be used his name in such business. In this 
action the oer so sought injunctions to restrain the defendants 
from fraudulently holding him out as a partner in their firm, 
and from fraudulently passing off various cricketing implements as 
having been designed, approved, or selected by the plaintiff. The 
defendants by a counterclaim sought an injunction against the plaintiff 
for alleged breaches of his agreement not to use, or cause to be used, his 
name in the business of athletic outfitters. In giving judgment, the learned 
judge said it was a pity these disputes had not been settled by other means 
Sen litigation. After reciting the history of the case, he said that the 
defendants had gone further in the use of Lilley’s name in their catalogues 
than the purchase of the name and goodwill of Lilley & Bates permitted. 
He found as a fact that the plaintiff had acquiesced in some of these 
matters, but not in all. Some of the plaintiff's complaints about passing 
off were also made out. The public must have thought he was a partner. 
The learned judge found that references in the defendants’ catalogue to 
the ‘‘ Lilley Match Ball’’ and “‘ Lilley Driver ’’ and the “‘ Lilley’s Special 
a ion”’ for wicket-keeping gloves, as being made in accordance 

his design or invention, were untrue to the knowledge of the 
Satetilende. So, too, the statement that Lilley helped in the selection 
of their cricket ‘bate, and that he gave special attention to the wicket- 
keeping gauntlet part of the business. The plaintiff was granted injunc- 
tions as prayed on these heads. Coming to the counterclaim, his lordship 
found as a fact that the firms for whom the plaintiff had selected bats and 
who had used his name in their business were athletic outfitters. The 
question was, Had the plaintiff caused his name to be so used in contra- 
vention of his agreement? He knew, and must have known, that his name 
would be used, and he must be restrained. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lamitep 1s CHaxcery. 


Basxer Exriosstiox Co, Laurrzev—Creditors are required, on or before Nov J, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of th-ir debts or claims, to Alexander 
Hall Downes, 286, Salisbury House, London wall, liquidator 

Eowasupe & Sons (Torgu ay), Liurrep—Creditors ‘are required, on or before Bept 39, 

ir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or deus, & Chote 
EAqin Rivers, 10, Strand, Torquay, liquidator 

Bras Sxeitixe Co, Linrren —Creditors are required, on or before Sept 15, to send their 
pames end ees, gat tho pe of their debta or claims, to Sydney Herbert 
——_ ee oS Works, ge, Kent. Johnson, Parliament st, Westminster, 


Pnmnby $y —T a Creditors are required, on or before Sept 13, to goat thete games 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Bi 
st, Mansion House, Parker & Co, St Michael's Rectory, Cornhill, so! 


2 Yor figuidator™ 





wn Gop Migs, Lourep (ur Voturtary ag —Creditors are ors reir, 
or before Sept 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
or —* Edward Henry Young, 8 8, Draper’s gins, Parker & Richardson, New 
or 
Lyztt Comstoce Consotipatep CorpzR ~~ Laurrep ap Bi. a Zaccroargn 
Creditors are required, on or before Sept 4, to 
rticulars of their de bts or claims, to Charles Alfred Sack, pa Gt Bt Hiclens, a e 
Co, Suffolk ln, solor for liquida pe ; 
New Enxcuawp Worxman’s Hatt Co Luartzp (Peterborough) —Creditors are 
= — Aug 31, to send in their names and addresses, and the ; 
bts or claims, to Edward Swallow, Bank chmbrs, Market pl, Peter =a 
Roney Co-operative Boor axo Sox Mawuvactunine Society, Liars 
re required, on or before Aug 20, to send their names and addresses, and the pr o 
of t their debts or claims, to Frederick Edward Bennett, 42, Cank st, : 
Sare Hieu ScHoor ror "Grats, — 4 Creditors are required, on or before Au rx s 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to tc 
8mith, 46, oie whee Holt & Co, mage neg solors a by ge 
age om aD Distaict Passe Crus, Liairep dit j 
ra to send their names and apdremes, and the particulars of Seoir dubte or cata Le 
7 Toothill, 11, Figtree ln, Sheffield, liquidator eB 
oe ew Appiiances, Liuitrsp itors are goyuesiod, on or before Sept 30, te 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of = debts or claims, to _ 
Arthur M Hicks, 12, Queen Anne's gate. "Budd & Oo, Ai —Ay ‘ 
aqui «4 
Sevenann Countizs Barwery Sywpicate, Limitzp be Requwaseee)— Cus are 
required, on or before A 16, to send their names dresses, and rticulars of 
their debts or claims, to J. R. Hayward, 1, Arundel rd, Tunbridge Wells, a Uguidator 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Aug. 6, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep in CHancERy. 


Barrisn Vererixany AnD Leoat Aro Associatiox, Liuitep —Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 16, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their a 
or claims, to James Holcroft Roberts, 41, John Dalton st, x. Robinson & Co, 
Manchester, solors for liquidator 4 
Gaaxapa Motor Co, Liurrzp —Petn for up, presented Aug 2, directed to be heard — 
before the Court at St Thomas’ st, Portamouth, on Aug 12. Béchervuise, Po! 
solor to petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 11 - 
Menzies Atpua Leases, Liutrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before — 





















sincnxe 


Sept 3, to their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or Claims, 
to Joseph, George Coldwells, 348, Winchester House, Old Broad st. Burn & all 
Old Broad st, solors for liquidator 


Mokzis & Co (Bridgnorth), Limrrsp—Peta for winding up, pees A &, Gaosted 
be heard be Oo, (Bekteneeth, I t Madeley, on Oct 9. Jaques & Sons, B rmtnghain. sl 

petners. Lamp of agg must reach the above-named not later 60’ clock ia 
the afternoon o: 

“Ocean Quezy” Sicese Co, Liurrep (in VotunTary ee tapes .—Creditors are 

required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses, and oF mae of 

their debts or claims, to William Richard Medhurst, 23, Gt St Helens, liqui 

Ravuxps Propuctivs Sociery, Luurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
send their mato Bligh Tentingdo a igeidator = of their debts or claims, to Soaks 
Hunnybun, 100, st, Hun on, liqu r 

Ganseanns Moror-car Co, wa” Creditors uired, on or before Aug 30, to send 
their names Gn pacino of eir debts or claims, to Leonard C, 


Ray, liquidator 
Py she ~5 terno—Pein = ie up P 5 rag fed 30, ——- to be See 
Newcastle u 1 yside ‘orster, Newcastle upon Tyne. otice ‘ 
es a com oe later than 6 o’clock in the oon of © 


yd must reach the above-named not 
Aug l4 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or CLAM. 
London Gasette.—Fauivay, Aug. 2. 


Garnaam, Gesatp Ricnarp, Esmond rd, Bedford Park Sept 30 Ridley v Garnham, 
Kekewich,J Burton, Castle Donington 

Pratt, Jouwx Tuomas, Rochester, Solicitor Oct1 Prall vy Chant, Kekewich and Joyce, JJ 
Prall, Rochester 


London Gasette.—Tuxspayr, Aug. 6. 
Buttock, Frepesick Ruzinwaup, Hyde Park mans Sept 23 Duncan MacNeill & Cov 


wright, Kekewich, J Eddis, Queen Victoria st 
7 ey Some Live Tallow Manufacturer Sept 27 Trevor v Taylor, Registrar, 
verpoo. 


. Liv 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette,—Turspay, July 30. 

Attworray, Joszrx, Westbourne Park villas, Paddington Aug 27 Welman & Sons, 

Westbourne grove, Bayswater 
Batpwis, Jonas, Hurst, nr Ashton under Lyne, Farmer Aug %l Hewitt, Ashton under 

Ly 
Buourt, Axwiz Eraxt, Boulogne sur Mer Oct1 Head & Hill, Raymond bidgs, Gray's 
Boves, Jou», Malvern, Tailor Aug 24 Foster, Malvern 
Buzovenrox, Exiza, Bentley, nr Doncaster Aug 81 Harrop & Harrop, Rotherham 
Cuoaurox, Rosert, Old Trafford, Manchester Sept 20 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 
Cottarp, Tuomas Wacuszer, Milton next Sittingbourne, Surveyor Aug 13 Mowll & 

Mowll, Canterbury 


Coorgnr, Evizasern, Leeds, Dresamaker Sept 3 Calvert, Leeds 

Coster, Cuarces Heway, Plymouth Sept 25 Dobel!, Plymouth 

Cowmeapow, Witiiam, High rd, Chiswick Aug 27 Welman & Sons, Southampton st, 
Bloomsbury sq 

pe Lisiz, Avaveta Mariupa, Guernsey Aug 81 Le Brasseur & Oakley, Carey | 
Lincoln’s inn | 

Gansy, Bey Seontien Tuomas, Taplow, Bucks Sept 1 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st, 
Cavendish 0q 

Cuneo 7 Jxssiz, New st, St Marylebone Aug 31 Indermaur & Co, Devonshire ter, 

Gaast, seadisianl Woods Moor, Steckport Augi6 Potts, Stockport 

Haio, Guoucr Avavstus, Pen Ithon, Radnor Avg 27 Griffith & Co, Newcastle upon. 









Z 


i 


ALDER, 


Baker, 
oa 
Brswic 
wna 


Braoxe 
Caxn, J 
Caxx, 3 


Cazass, 


g 












ditors are 
iculars of 


rt 
Aug 21, to 
to Gerald 


0, to send 
eonard C, 


heard at 
Notice of 
ernoon of 


Farnham, 
Joyce, JJ 


ill & Cov 
Registrar, 


mm under 
s, Gray's 


Mowll & 


opton st, 
Carey st, 
ilbeck st, 


shire ter, 


stle upon 








Aug. 10, 1907._ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 51.] 707 








Haanison, Jaxe, Bishop Auckland Ang 26 Ord, Gateshead 

Jacxson, Ameria, Leamington Aug 26 Wright & Co, Leamington 

Jacxsox, Jonn, Edgbaston, Birmingham Oct1 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

Jouxsox, Groras, Gateshead, Engine Driver Sept3 Layne, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Lara, Josrrn, Gateshead Sept3 Layne, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Lovepay, Gores, Weston super Mare Sept10 Gamlen & Co, Gray's inn sq 

Mipv.ztox, Fawxy, Bath Augi7 Wilson, Bath 

Mroxurx, Wiit1am, Walsall Aug 26 Smith & Sons, Walsall 

Nozpex, Ricuarp, Beckenham Aug 31 Stubbs, John st, Bedford row 

Paor, Fae, See cres, West Kilburn Sept 30 Master & Co, Stone bidgs, 


Pater, Sir Coantzs Marx, Grinkle Park, Yorks Sept9 Blyth & Co, Gresham House, 
Old Broad st 


Pexas, Sztixa, Birmingham Sept 10 Eaden & Co, Birmingham 

Pussy-Keira, Katiez Sorta, Priory rd, Kew Sept 9 Lovell & Co, Gray's inn sq 
Ricuagpsox, Exvizasers Sorma, Hastings Sept 1 Chalioder & Herington, Hastings 
Roaxs, Canotive, Addlestone, Surrey Aug 30 Paine & Co, Cherteey 

Rosur, Water, Wantage, Berks Sept 25 Ponter, New Broad st House 

Rostwsox, Exizasers, Ainsdale, nr Southport Aug3i Burton & Coleman, Liverpool 
Savitz, Tomas, New Tupton, Derby, Provision Dealer Sept 12 Bunting, Chesterfield 
Seaver, Hetzwa, Newmarket Aug 3i Partridge & Wilson, Bury St Edmunds 

Gurra, Doyoas Apa, Queen’s Gate terr, Kensington Aug 30 Burchells, Sanctuary, 


Suyrtax, Mapsiiwe Garprxez, Bath 7 Stone & Co, Bath 
Tann, Axx, Heavitree, Devon Aug?4 J&8P put Exeter 


Tuorx, Tuomas Joux, "Brighton Aug 27 r, Bi 

seoxes, Go GuoncEe Do a Cromwell South th Hensington Sept 6 Lewis & Co, 
y Court yd, 

Trsox, Jans Hompneey, Cadeby Hall, Lines, Farmer Sept 2 Barker & Mayfield, 

Warerra., Wittiam Gower, anes 10 Waterfall, Shefficid 

Watkins, Samvr — , Builder ae at Ww man & Co, Ladlow 


Warecer, Saran man Andrew & Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 

Warsaw, Manta, W doenaoer rd, Bt John's "Wood "Sept 14” Herbert, Cork st, 
ar 

Witpcoosr, Hannan, Leeds Aug 19 

Woop, WiLt1an, Shelf, hone Aug 30 DrWickened Ge, ant 

Woopvoock, Mary, Ki —— , Leicester Aug 2 Allcoc 

Woopoock, Witu1am, egworth Aug 28 Allcock, Nottii 


Worratt, Ricuarp Wit.14u, Barrow in Furness, x Noga Aug 2% Thompson, 
Barrow in Furness 


London Gasette.—Fatpay, Aug. 2. 
ALDER, » Wingaam,, Departs upon Tweed Aug 28 Sanderson & Weatherhead, Berwick 


Baker, ona, Lauderdale mans, Maiden we S&S 1 Amery-Parkes & Co, Fleet st 

Barker, Joux, Norwich, Sept aa, & Jewson, Norwich 

Bra, James, Exeter, Solicitor gents y Ovchant & Bon. 

Beswick, Mary Any, Bedford Sept10 Bell Bedford’ 

Bisivo, 1 Ley po Grore Cant WILBELM, Camberwell New rd Sept 9 Wynne-Baxter 
Keeble, Laurence Pountney hill 

i ne Heway, Camberley Sept14 James & James, Ely pl 

Cay, James, Devonport 8e: Sept 14 Gard, Devonport 

Cann, Mary, Devon; — Sept + } ey Spee yo 

Care, Saran Ann, Oo, Leeds 

Canten, Frances, Clevedon, sot Bene 30 Day, Bristol 

Canter, Louisa, Clevedon, coment Sept 30 Day, Bristol 

Canter, Luoy Ametia, Clevedon, Sept 30 Day, Bristol 

Casz, Caro.ine, Belgrave rd Aug 31 Newman & Co, Ciement’s inn 

Gasrerat, Wittiam, Hinton Henry, nr Castle Eden, Durham, Farmer Sept 5 Bell, 


Cutimors, Axx, Clevedon, Somerset Sept $ Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 
Davin, Mary Axx, Cheltenham Aug 16 Dighton, Cheltenham 

Drxox, Taomas, Colne, Lancs Sept1 Carr & Sons, Colne 

en LnLEs 52742, Alvowns, ar Burton on Teent, Iankeaper Bept 1 Russell & 


am, Rosert Savouns, King’s Heath, Worcester Sept 6 Jenkins, Aberavon, Port 
Finom, Right Hicn Gocecs zzz, Barley on the HM, Ratland, MP Sept 14 Tatham & 


Renan Pom, Bae a ee Sept 7 Whitfield & Harrison, Surrey st, Strand 
J *) Bs ’ 

mm, = ulme, Manchester, Public Lavatory Attendant Sept 29 Dyke 

GiLmovur, Sosnses aun ile Aug 29 France, Wigan 

Gray, Tuomas, Liverpool, Master Rigger Aug 31 Watkins, Liverpool 

Gusres, Jake Mancanut, Wethetty Gauge, eels Oct 1 Tomlin & Chitty, Ol4 


Hayxey, Mantan Exizanera, Sevenoaks Sept16 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 
Harvie, Wit11am, jun, Dover Sept 9 Kingsford & Co, Canterbury 
Haagazison, Joux, Barrowby, Yorks Aug24 Burnicle & Morton, Sunderland 
Easaison, Exvizasera, Barrowby, Yorks Aug 24 Burnicle & Morton, Sunderlan4 
Hex, Jony, Huddersfield, Timber Merchant Sept 14 Ramsdea & Co, Huddersfield 
Heweoay, Mantayye ; 

a = Manoanet, Park terr, High st, Hampton Hill Sept 14 Foyer & 


Mheseer, Wastes Buant, Queen st, Cheapside, Merchant Sept 2 Douglas, Old 

Jewry 

Hopes, Szxiva Many Janz, Plymouth Sept2 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

ioume. Henny seoeeearn, Norroy rd, Putney, Banker’s Clerk Sept 13 Crosley & 
TLLIAM, Caerleon, om, Mam, JP 11 & Aiea, Ni Mon 

J J Pe Men 

Jouns, Paasces my at - tin allen, Newpary Wa” 

Ler, Wi “Varringdon Carman priser Letts eae ~~ ¥ 

Laor, Eur Resaccs, Prinzes Santas scar Fy 1 r siggsags st 

ve, Samu ethertield, Ni 
MansHatt, |r npenng New Zentenh Berk Sota Co, Gt James 
, Bedford row 
Mason, Mary Axx, Woodville nap Ealing Sept 30 Langhams, Bartlett’s bldgs, Holborn 
Marvasve, Bow, Grae Camberwell, Licensed Victualler Aug 31 Goddard & Co, 


alley, 
aeons, baad op Hee av, West ‘ak Civil Engineer Sept 10 Griffith, 


Jeyxins, Davip 


| ee pete Sy Stamford ill Ae Seldon, Barnstaple 
ions jus. ¥. 31 Sivas Co, 8t Helen's Helen's pl Bahopa 


rd, Mile 31 Le Voi 8t Helen’ a 

Owen, Rev Hoon nony 8t John’s Eas Woah. Sent 2 Bemael & Oo Ae 
EN, veu Da Angle 
Peary, 1 azax, Tettenhall, Wole Wol 1 Aug i Rober & Co, Wolk 
7 et Joarra ABTRU: ng Bape 6 Brain 
Fenewes, xcs, 2 swore 

— s, Wrennass Epwakgp, 
Rosr, Hewry, Kingston upon fll. Jovellan 81 Colbeck & Thom Hall 
am » Conneaght sq, Hyde Park 


genet Epwis, Bath Aug 31 Stone & Co 
Surrn, WituaM Gzorcr Poesoy, Oxford 
Cannon 


st 
Veninuse, Joun, ‘Devoosnire Pari 


Oxford, kine 30 Elkin & Henriques, Salters’ hall ct, 
15 Butcher, 











t , Birkenhead Aug 3 Lamb & Oo, Birkenhead 
Cazass, ALEXANDER, Tynemouth, Commercial Clerk Sept 7 Gee, Newcastle upon Tyne | Waicat, Exizasern, Bath Aug 31 Stone & Co, 
b4 , Lewis, xy bone, Fruiterer N - 
Bankruptcy Notices, | [Tssit Satsuell" dca Suir aces | ooctiuonion. Fee July i6 Ord Jay Se 
Pp y 4 Mawzer, Cuartes, Rupert st, Haymech Oooxnany Jou wtom, Devon, Baker Plymouth 
London Gasette.—Turspay, July 30. me hy o Na 5 is Ord July 8 Pet uly 29 Oat Sr 3 
July 2 Ord July Bexhill, Wheelwright Hastings Pet 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Epmonps, Eutuy, 
‘uly 30 Ord July 30 


Bisnor, Hewry, sen, and Horace Aronipatp Besnor, Mowtoomsry, Joun Manufacturer’s Agent | Gaseyey, W. Fallowfield 
Whitehall gins, Acton, Builders Brentford Pet June& | Manchester Pet July 24 Jaly 24 “a Pat Sage 5 ae oe 
Ord July Mortars, Witu1am James, Yorks, Innkeeper Jous, Low Moor, Joiner Bra tfoell 
Coven, AGyzs, Gre 8, Manchester, Grocer Man- Pet June 26 Ord July 27 aly 30 Ord July 30 
‘ cone Pet July 24 July 24 oH wa yy a ~ > > ee Glam, Labourer Neath ag and w Wal- 
Ralc, Faeperick CHaRie Harbour, Durham eo parce eatery, Coachsmith 
Sunderland Pet July 8 Ord Jul : Prnainc, Gronce ARtuos, “ee & Surrey, Paperhanger Ord J 
Y Staite Marclesficld Pet July 26 Croydon Pet July 25 Ord J 5a eee at, Builder Rochester Pet 


Crompton, Anruur, Leek, Sta: 
Ord July 26 
Crows, Epwaagp Samus, Norwich, Coal Merchant Norwich 


Srawtey, James Epwis, and Ae Neat Caswewt, 
Brewers Leicester Pet 


July | Houras Pet Taly 10 Ord July So 
ames, Catford, Fruiterer 


Pet July 11 Ord July 26 97 Ord July 27 
Sen, taeke Bate. Cait, Baker Cardiff Pet July 2 | Srusias, Jostan Ee nitam, Barford, Norfolk, Grocer Hou, J Greenwich Pet July 29 
Gob duly 7 cs Ok Et Mavtap xf muaiays 
Tzar, W: y Pet 1 Scnama, 
Devise, Foaux ar, o Oxford, Tobaceoo Dealer Oxford : Tuned” Ord Ju July Liverpool — by Bale Jaly 3 r 
INCENT, ames Haagry, 


Dowg.1, asa fener York, Butcher York Pet July 8 
Ord July 24 


Roay, Tuomas, Joseru Eoay, Frayois Eoax, and Joux 
Hous, Beni Bradford, Contractors Bradford Pet July 1 - 
Evaxs, Evie Firwa Wrexham, Denbigh, Farmer July 26 Ord July 96 
Foo” zham Pet July 95 9% Ord July PE: 
‘oot, Exvast Watrse, Mere, Wilts, Salisbury 
Pet July 25 Ord July ° Suawax, Haney, Wheatley, 


Gairriras, Monoan », Contigne, 
Farmer scoaatends Pet fal Pet Be duly 38 On Ord 3 Ord July 25 

Hascoop, ArTrsur — ‘ork Pet 
May il Ord 





Doncaster, Tailor 
Adjud Deo 3, 1906 Annul July 25, 1907 





Mancoues Haaey, alton, Besex, Cycle Dealer Chelms- Bass, Posse, Welldon cres, Harrow, Builder High Court Pet July 31 Ord July 31 
bet June 26 Ord July 28 June 12 July 30 May, Auazat, Cable ot, Mile Licensed Victualler 

e.g Byusee Gosnan, Greesvich, Greengrocer Green- | Batu, Gronoz Lewis, Hill mi, Harrow, Builder High Court Pet 12 Ord July 31 

wich Pet July 24 Ost Jely June 12 Ord July 30 Mrromatt, Groner - A rd, Bermondsey, 
au, onsets, | Fockey_ ot, A High Court Pet ee ychn eb Onk Ie a , Builder Salisbury i Merchant High Court Pet July li Ord 

une iy 2 

Howr.ts, Howat, Aberdare, Glam, Baker Aberdare Watren, and rd, Nar Naval Messman Porte. 
saret gly 26° Ord Zaly 90° " ty rs << ¢ ~ High Court Pet July 12 Ord July ; a ‘avath Sely 90-Ond July 98 

MES, coara, e ewington, hemist | Carvart, WinuiaM Haway HOLSON Bans, Purveyor Portamouth 
K ie tee ae Watercress Grower | Co. Cuanias J Poi Jaly 19, Ona J ~ sorta hes, Sage hgh Oot Pet May 2 Ord 
ENDAL' ILLI an ATES. 
xs balay fek ‘Ora Say’ . Prac “ walls, Peta ‘rd July at , 

Raines, Jonw Tuomas, New, ‘arwick, Draper Raveray, Jaues Chandlersford, Hants, Grocer 

Grocer High Court Pet July 26 yi ty An eee . July 28 Ord July 36 Winchester Pa daly ft Ord July 81 
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Rosgats, Wittram, Penrhos, Lilanthychwyn, Carnarvon, 
Farmer Portmadoc Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Rostnson, Coaaies. Kings Norton, ee File Grinder 
Birmingham Pet July 29 Ord Jul 

Ror, Ronert, Brighton, Fishmonger Highton Pet July 
17 Ord July 31 

Suita, Suita, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Plumber Bradfoid 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Srzrnexsox, Eowanp, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed 
jun Kingston upon Hull Pet July 30 Ord 

Summn Groner Ervest, Boston, Lincs, Milliner Boston 
Pet Jaly 29 Ord July 293 

Tayior, Epwarp Lovis, Lowestoft, Commission Agent 

Yarmouth Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
om Herny P, Kingston on — General Agent 
High Court Pet Jaly 25 Ord July 

Warr, Grozor, Troedyrhiw, Speer Tydfil, 
Merthyr Tydfl Pet July $1 Ord July 31 

Witurams, Reoiwatp Argtrave, Victoria st, Westminster, 
> Contractor High Court Pet July 31 Ord 
July 31 

Wiruiams, Rosert, Blaenypennant, Dolbenmaen, 
narvon, Farmer Portmadoc Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Wiaisams, Rovgat Fraxcis, H M Prison, Knutsford, 
Chester Chester Pet July 16 Ord July 31 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Boxrit, Watrer, and Freprricx Atiex, York rd, King’s 
Grocers Aug 18 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Coss, Lzonanp, Rugby, Draper Aug 12 at 12 Off Rec, 8, 
ventry 

Cocke.t, Cuartes THoma 8, Lower Edmonton, N 

<4 12at12 14, Bedford row 
UIA JANE, a Baker Aug i3at12 Off Rec, 

ii7, St Mary 

Crrans, Wiuuiam nen. © Llanbradach, Glam, Ironmonger 
Augi2ati1.30 Off Rec, Post Office chmbre, Pontypridd 


Dagsy, Jous, Shotton, Flint, Ironworker Aug 12 at 12 
pt chmbrs, Chester 
Fexper, Tuomas, Blackburn, Carter Aug 10 at 11 Off 
, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Foot, Exxzat Wacrer, Mere, Wilts, Hosier Aug 10 at 
12 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine et, Salisbury 
Garsipz, Jonx, Low Moor, Bradford, Joiner Aug 13 at 3 
Off Rec, 29, Manor row, Bradford 
Hox.is, Hersert, Studley, Warwick, Brass Caster Aug 
13at 11.80 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Howz.ts, Hower, Aberdare, Glam, Baker Aug 10 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Post Office ‘chmbrs, Pontypridd 
Hout, James, Catford hill, Catford, Kent, Fraiterer Aug 
12 at 11.80 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Jurruizs, Witias CHaRLEs, Bledington, Glos, General 
er Augi2at1 Langston Arms Hotel, Chipping 
Norton Junction 
Kiso-Porrer, Haney James, Ludgate hi!l, Advertisement 
Con! Aug l16at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Lamesat, Roszat James, Bennarp Eves, and Gzrorce 
Wrxpuax Tuomas, Hounslow, Confectioners Aug 13 
at12 14, Bedford row 
Lasce.ies, Tomas Wiis, Belsize Park gins, Hamp- 
"Avg 15 at 12 y bidgs, Carey st 
Lawtos, Sauvet, Victoria Park rd, ney, Commercial 
Traveller Augi5ati Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Lepearr, A, Queen Mat whe st, — Merchant Aug 15 
at 11’ Bank 
Lispsay, Jons, 
Grocer Aug 14 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
May, Apert, Cable st, Mile End, —— "Victualler 
Aug 16 at it Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


ursery man 


Bakr | 
| Coc kraM, Joun, Blackawton, Devon, Grocer 


Car- | 
| CuRRELL, AL¥rep, and Faepericx Haray Srvucapery, | 


| 


| 


| 


| 
| 


| Ackerman, 


} 


| Diswey, 


| 


| McKay, James, Clacton on Sea, Builder 


| Mituzr, 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey 
fouthwell terr, New End, Hampstead, 


} Pg Evtas, 


Mitis, Atrasp Cuartes, Caeran, > mean Collier Hitcher | 


Aug l4at3 Off Bec, 117, St Mary st, ‘Cardiff 


Mrrogzit, Grorcz Wittissm, Alscot rd, Bermondsey, | 


Seather Merchant Aug 16 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, | 
| Sveraspess, Bypass, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed | 
4 ay al 


et 
mAs, Southsea, Hants, Naval Messman Aug 12 | 


Nei, 


at3 Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 


— High st, Portamouth 
— oa ae chmbrs, Jermyn st 
ptey Carey st 
Pace, Atrazp Jous, Port Talbot, Glam, Labourer 
10 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, ‘Swansea 
Rosissox, Cu ances, King’s Norton, Wereser, File Grinder 
Aug 13 at 12.30 i Corporation st. ogbam 
Sura, Surrn, Yorks, Phusbe ‘iee 12 at 3 
29, Manor row, Bradf 


Aug 


, Milk Parveyor Aug 12 at | 


Aug | 


Txompsoy, Heway P, K 
at 12 be A Carey st 

Trieretr, Louisa AMELIA ae 8t Day, Gwennap, Corn- 
wall, Widow Aug 12 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 
Truro 

Wittiams, Reciwatp Artuvs, Victoria st, Westminster, 
Lighting Contractor Augi5at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Jarey 3° 

Wicuirams, Royatp Freperick, Victoria st, Westminster 
Aug 16at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Youncer, Hewry, Hove, oon, — Aug 12 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighto 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


E, Melrose av, Wimbledon Park, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet June 19 Ord July 30 
Cops, Lroxarp, Kugby, Draper Coventry Pet July 26 
Ord July 26 
Plymouth 


Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Coiiiss, WitneLmina, Hazlewell rd, Putney High Court 
Pet June ll Ord July 30 


ston on Thames, Agent Aug 15 


Lausanne rd, Peckham, Paper Merchants High Court | 


Pet July 19 Ord July 31 

Sreruzn Nicuoius, Weeley, 
Colchester Pet June 22 Ord July 30 

Epmuowps, Emity, Sidley Green, Bexhill, 
Hastings Pet Jaly 30 Ord July 30 

Gansipz, Jonx, Low Moor, Bradford, Joiner Bradford 
Pet July 39 Ord July 30 

Green, Josern, Goulston st, Aldgate, Boot Manufacturer 
High Court Pet July 3 Ord July 29 

Hatrorp, Jony Bersamin, Wedoesbury,Coachsmith Wal- 
sall Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Hageis, Henry, Gillingham, Kent, Builder Rochester 
Pet Jaly 31 Ord July 31 

ine, See Fulham rd High Court Pet June 21 Ord 


Essex, Miller 
Wheelwright 


y 31 
Hous, Hersert, Studley, Warwick, Brass Caster Bir- 
mingham PetJuly5 Ord July 31 


Amended notice substituted for that So rem acr: 
London Gazette of Ju y 19: 4 


brad 





Crpuee, Witiiam Georae, Lian h iad 
Pontypridd Pet July 17 Ord Jaly 17 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Hupsoy, J W, Anerley, Surrey Croydon Adjud 8 
1906 Annul July 23, 1907 


London Gasette.—Tursvay, Aug. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asrganams, Faanx, St Helen’s pl, yeaa Bec 
High Gourt Pet July 12 Ord Aug 
Aouainan Apam, and ALFaED » de a 
Straw ufacturers Luton Pet July 22 @ 


Al 
Basar, te tm, Lancs, Painter Preston 
81 
ancl AMES ee Dawe, West Plymouth, Caz 
Plymouth Pet Augl1 Ord Augti 
Baaus, Gaonos Laon, High at, mr Paper Mere! 
High Court Pet July 16 Ord Aug 
Coorgr, Fappsric a ‘cabs Eastbourne 
Augl Ord Aug 
Dane, Faeperick 2 a Glos, G 
1 Pet Augl Ord A 


Dickixs, Georcse Bensamin, Kinea, Lincs, Baker Ba 


Pet Aug 1- Ord Aug1 
Ex.isoy, James, Gilmore gdas, Bridge rd, East Ham, 5 
Commission Agent High Court "Pet Aug 2 @ 


Aug 3 
a ~ bie ~ = Crewe, Hairdresser Crewe 
Augl Ord Au : 
Gixcer, JAmee, Row: dict, Balham, Butcher Wandswe 
et July 13. Ord Aug 1 
Geuen vb, pes st, Spitalfields High Court 
July 12 O.d Aug ‘ 


Gurwiatnh, Leisze, Giatton gan, Diamond Broker Hi 
Court 


Hout, James, Catford, Fruiterer Greenwich Pet July 29 | 


Ord July 29 
Inxes, Witu1amM Bacetewiz, Boston, Merchant Boston 
Pet April 10 Ord July 30 
Jozpan, CHARLEes pty Chatham, Builder Rochester 
Pet J uly 3t Ord Jul 
Liewetyy, DaniR1, ka Liandissilio, Carmarthen. 
Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet July 12 Ord July 29 
Lixpsay, Jonx, Southwell ter, New Ead, Hamps' 
High Court July 29 Ord July 29 


July 31 Ord July 31 
Wut Warrsartt Macporyztt, 
Accountant High Court Pet July 25 Ord July 30 


| Neri, Tuomas, Southsea, Hants, Naval Messman Ports- 


mou’ Pet July 30 ‘Ord July 30 

Nicnotsox, Emma, Portsmouth, Milk Purveyor 
mouth Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Peexe, Caarves Ricnarp, Chelaton, Torquay, Builder | 
Exeter Pet July 8 Ord July 25 

Ranstey, James eye Chandlersford, Hants, Grocer 
Winchester Pet July 31 Ord July 31 

Roserts, Witt14M, Penrhos, ychwyn, Sener, | 
Farmer Portmadoc Pet July 30 Ord Jul 

Renee, Cuaaes, King’s Norton, Worcester, tons man 

Grinder Birmingham Pet July 29 Ord July 31 

Stanwick rd, West Kensington High 
Court Pet June 25 Ord July 29 

Sura, Suita, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Plumber Bradford 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Sraunoc, Hymay, Pyrland rd, Canonbury High Cowt Pet 
June 17 Ord uly 31 


Porte- | 


yur Kingston upon Hull Pet July 30 Ord 
u 


Qu , Enxxest, Boston, Milliner Boston Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29 

Tayior, Epwarp Loos, Lowestoft, Commission Agent 
Ss Teena Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Wang, Troed 

Marthyr yaa Pet 

Wicorxs, Cnanizs, Romf 
21 Ord July 26 


Wittiams, Ropszrt, Blaen' 
narvon, Farmer , Yaumies Fe 


iw, 
al ai Ord July 31 
, Essex Brentford Pet June | 


Dolbenmaen. Car- 
Pet’ July 30 Ord July 30 


Merthyr Tydfil, Baker | 


en, | Mclewee 
, Grocer | 
Colchester Pet | 
Cornhill, | 


Pet Aug Ord Aug! 
Hepes, Witu1am Tuomas, Bexhill, Draper Hastings 


Court Pet July 11 Ord Aug 2 
Lez, Bernagp, Chichele rd, aes General De 
Court Pet Aug2 Ord au 
HOMAS joensen, — = “Guildford, Bail 
‘ord July 17 rd Aug 1 
we Gittiog gham, Yorks, Ironme 
Hull Pet oo Ord Aug 2 
Manrqviss, 1nL1aM, Venn, nr Barnstaple, 
Barnstaple Pet J aly 19 Ord Aug 2 
Morean, Louis, and Aason Moraan, Radsteck, Som 
Fruit Merchants Frome Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 2 
. Grocer Cockermouth 


Luck, ' 
Gi 


Kingston u 21 


Fan 


Augl1 Ord Augl 
Rosinson, Amy Annz, York yr 4) Adelphi, Strand 
Court Pet June 25 Ord ouy i 
| Roruzey, ALBERT, poactenect rd, Nunhead High Co 
Pet May@4 Ord Aug 
| Sucre, ALLIsON, Holmbush rd, Putney Heath Wandswo 
Pet July 2 Ord aug 
| Vaowonta Pusiiseine Co, Tur, Gerrard st, Soho Hi 
Pet July 10 Ord Augl 
Hewayr Gsoace, Ambra Vale, Bristol, F 
Bristol Pet Aug1 Ord Aug 1 
Waeeeees Joux Wiii14m, Luton, Restaurateur Lute 


Watkg, 


| Ord Aug 2 
Wotan mons Kenway, Pensnett, oui, Physic 


2 2 
Youne, Faanx Wixiiam, Cae 


Pet July 81 Ord July 3 
Waseem Whesss Baistow, Devizes, tte Bath 


Aug rd Aug 
illy, Glam, Credit D 


Pontypridd Pet July 31 Ord July 31 








| Annual Subscription, WHICH MUST BE P. 
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HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND. LIMITED, 


ESTAI BLISHED IN 891. 


MOORGATSA STRAT, LONDON, 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 








have been conducted 


supervision of the Oorporation. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


6230 Appeals to Quarter Sessions under the direction and 





Sultable Insusance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be 


on application. 





in the 


2nmMow 








